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Abstract
STRIVING FOR INTEGRATION: REFERENTIAL ACTIVITY AND OBJECT
RELATIONAL LEVEL IN A SAMPLE OF BISEXUAL WOMEN
by
Lauren DeMille
Advisor: Diana Diamond, PhD
Sexuality has been theorized as a particular human experience that is driven, unmirrored
in development, and enigmatic, not reaching what Fonagy describes as “second order
representation.” Yet, as a social being, one is expected to declare and publically live out a sexual
identity. This study is situated within this point of contact between the visceral and the
sociolinguistic, with particular attention paid to the experiences of bisexual women, whose
potential challenges in articulating a sexual identity are considered. The study sample was
comprised of forty bisexual women participating in the Dually Attracted Women’s Narratives
study (Levy-Warren, 2013) returning for the second phase of this longitudinal study (Caflisch,
2013).
This work examined how the level of participants’ internal object representations was
related to language use as they spoke about their sexual identities. The first concept was
operationalized by applying the Differentiation and Relatedness (DR) scale to the Object
Relations Inventory. The language measures applied were those of Wilma Bucci’s Discourse
Attributes Analysis Program, which measures several linguistic characteristics, including the
degrees of both emotional immersion (Referential Activity) and reflection in language.
The results showed that a less integrated object representational world was associated
with more vivid and immersive language. Higher levels of reflective language were found to be
associated with more complex object representations. Explanations drawn from theory and
iv

empirical work are offered, focusing on the cognitive and regulatory role of more complex object
representations. An analysis of interviews selected based on patterns of these empirical measures
confirmed different language styles between those with relatively high and low object relational
levels. These results could indicate different defensive processes being employed at different
levels of object representation when discussing sexual identity.
A qualitative examination of all forty interviews revealed a theme that was examined in
depth, namely, how women represented gender, and how these representations might be related
to the degree of integration of their object representations. The study provided some
confirmation of psychoanalytic understandings of the role of internal object representations and
the unique qualities of sexuality as a force. Clinical and theoretical implications regarding
bisexual women are also discussed based on the quantitative and qualitative findings.
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INTRODUCTION
Sexuality holds an essential place within psychoanalysis as a force that drives
development and is constitutive of the mind. Yet sexuality is also inherently disruptive; it is from
its challenge to homeostasis that the power and generative force of sexuality emerge, but also its
potential for destabilization. How sexuality operates as a force in development and pathology is a
central concern in classical psychoanalytic theories. Psychoanalysis has since shifted its
emphasis away from sexuality as a drive and towards intersubjective theories rooted in internal
representations of the self and others, and attachment patterns. Increasingly there have been calls
to bridge this dichotomy, though these two lines of thought might not be fully compatible.
This study is situated within this tension. It originates from an interest in how the visceral
experiences and object relational schemas that are inseparable from one’s sexuality get
represented in the form of a sexual identity, both as an internal experience of identity and as an
identity presented to others. It engages with the assumption that sexuality is an inherently
challenging, but essential, force to integrate into a fairly coherent sense of identity, and examines
how affect and cognition are integrated as study participants discuss their sexual identities.
Beyond the question of integrating a coherent sexual identity in general, the study also examines
the particular challenges of integrating a bisexual identity, which may be more complicated
given limited social validation for bisexual desires and behaviors, as well as the fluidity across
socially dichotomized categories that such an identity implies.
The study’s participants were women who endorsed attractions to and sexual behavior
with both men and women. They were engaged in semi-structured discussions of their sexual
identities, including their attempts to integrate often rather fluid sexual behaviors, attractions,
and fantasies (at least, fluid with regards to the gender of their object of interest) into a coherent
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sexual identity. There is a paucity of research on within-group variability among bisexual
women, and the existing literature has tended to focus on manifest factors and self-report
measures, such as in distinguishing degrees of sexual or romantic interest in men versus women,
how salient a sexual minority identity might be, and the degree of sexual fluidity of this
population over time. This study contends that psychoanalytic concepts can contribute to our
understanding of important distinctions within a sample of bisexual women, examining how
object relational level is related to ways in which participants speak about their sexual identities.
This study will use both quantitative and qualitative measures. The data used in this study
was collected for a study designed by Jane Caflisch, which is a longitudinal study following on
the work of Anna Levy-Warren. The writer was involved as an interviewer for the second study.
That study was unusual in its longitudinal approach to the study of bisexuality, and was designed
to examine how sexual plasticity is related to self-concept and psychological adjustment. The
current study will use data from the second phase of the study – including the Object Relations
Inventory (ORI, Blatt, Stayner, Auerbach & Behrends, 1996) and a semi-structured interview –
and will apply a measure of Referential Activity (RA, Bucci, 1997, 2002, 2003) and other
linguistic measures (such as those that capture level of reflection and disfluency in speech) to
both the ORI descriptions and the interviews. This measure of Referential Activity, which
examines to what degree emotional processing is integrated into language, can capture an aspect
of the data that qualitative coding – with its emphasis on content – might not. Both the ORI and
measures of RA can access less conscious processes than have previously been examined
empirically in a bisexual population.
Specifically, this study will examine the relationship between the differentiation and
relatedness (DR, Diamond, et al 2010) of object representations, and a measure of non-defended
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connection to subsymbolic, affective processes (Referential Activity, RA) as manifest in
language, as well as other measures of language use. This study will consider if complex,
integrated, modulated mental representations of self and significant others (measured by DR) can
be thought of as providing an organizing structure as participants discuss sexuality, both
containing its intensity and potential for disruption, while also allowing for immersive
expression.
Examining how the level of differentiation and relatedness of internal object
representations is associated with specific linguistic properties, including the level of immersion,
reflection, and disfluency in speech, will provide a means for examining the experience of
grappling with representing a sexual identity, and how linguistic properties might reflect
different internal processes in so doing. Ultimately, the study will examine cognitive-affective
integration as the study’s participants discuss their sexual identities. This discussion is also likely
to yield important qualitative data, and important topics or themes that emerge from the
interviews will be highlighted and discussed.
The literature review that follows intends to give an overview of issues relevant to
bisexual women. The topics it examines all point to particular challenges in integrating a sexual
identity as a bisexual woman. The various streams examined here may be to varying degrees
explicit or in the background for the study participants, but are all part of the theoretical,
historical, intrapsychic, and social milieu, and therefore influential aspects of their experience.
First, this chapter will examine how bisexual identity has been understood theoretically,
including ways in which sexual orientations are labeled and how bisexuality has been studied.
Stepping back from bisexuality specifically, theories around the particularity of sexuality and
sexual identity will then be examined. Then ways in which female sexuality have been
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hypothesized as differing from male sexuality will be discussed. Since gender is a relevant
category not only for understanding but also in defining bisexuality, a brief discussion of
dichotomizing gender will follow. And finally, the research tools that will be used in this study to
illuminate within-group differences in the sample with regards to how level of object relation is
associated with how sexuality is discussed will be described. The methods of this study will
follow in the next chapter.
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Chapter 1
LITERATURE REVIEW & PRESENT RESEARCH
Background
During the early 19th century, the term “bisexual” was used to describe organisms with
male and female reproductive capacities (Angelides, 2001). Sexologists in the late 19th century
would come to use the term to categorize sexual desires for and acts with both men and women
(Ault, 1996), before Freud (1896, 1905) adopted the term to describe a central element of the
human psyche. Since assuming a central place in psychoanalysis due to Freud’s postulating a
universal unconscious bisexuality, bisexuality has remained something with which
psychoanalysis has grappled, embraced, or wished away. Even recently, bisexuality has
continued to hold an unstable position in the field, being considered everything from a
fundamental concept in psychoanalytic clinical work (Young-Bruehl, 2001), to regrettably
“neglected” in this work (Elise, 1998, p. 354) to irrelevant or even obfuscating (e.g. Chodorow
[in Grossman, 2001]; Layton, 2000; Tyson, 1994). As if reflecting bisexuality’s ontological
instability, as an identity label bisexuality has not gained personal and political salience the way
homosexuality has.
Despite or because of this complexity, there is a paucity of research into bisexuality
(Rapoport, 2009). The struggle in defining and conceptualizing bisexuality is apparent not only
in psychoanalysis. In sociological discourse, bisexual women had long been understood as
inhabiting a category of identity relative to lesbians, rather than as occupying a separate category
of identity, or as espousing an identity that challenges the very idea of categorizing along a
dichotomy of gender (Ault, 1996). And the oft-used acronym LGBT belies the antipathy that the
lesbian community has held, historically, towards bisexual women (Rust 1993; 1992).
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Bisexuality as an identity category could be in a particularly vulnerable position as it may be
seen as a less essential identity than either hetero- or homosexuality. As if highlighting this idea
of bisexuality as being a particularly contingent identity, some theorists suggest that bisexuality
has or will become more prevalent as social and cultural influences expand the range of sexuality
that is expressed and tolerated (Savin-Williams, 2005; Heenan-Wolff, 2010).
Defining Bisexuality
A psychoanalytic panel assembled to discuss bisexuality evidenced disagreement over the
definition of the term (Grossman, 2001), which exemplifies the lack of consensus in the
literature. Rapoport (2009) describes this muddle around the term as “conceptual chaos” (p. 280).
The confusion can be attributed to the many meanings loaded onto the term, often conflating
what can also be considered distinct concepts. Historically, “bisexuality” has referred to having
both male and female gender identifications as well as making male and female object choices,
thus conflating gender and sexual orientation. In psychoanalytic theory, the term can also include
the understanding that every sexual object choice will unconsciously blend both male and female
figures from the past, consistent with the idea that everyone is unconsciously bisexual, regardless
of more conscious feelings and beliefs about one’s sexual orientation and attractions being
primarily monosexual. This idea of a “universal bisexuality” will be discussed in greater depth
in a following section.
Bisexuality is now more likely to refer to sexual orientation than to gender identity.
When bisexuality refers to sexual orientation, it has been considered many things, including: a
transitional phase on the way to homosexuality, a hideout for those with same-sex attractions
who can pass for heterosexual and thus avoid social stigma, an experimental phase that will
eventually lead to a stable heterosexual object choice, a true third sexual orientation, and an
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expression of sexual fluidity over time in response to both internal and external factors
(Worthington, 2009; Diamond, 2008; Chivers, Rieger, Latty, & Bailey, 2005; Klein, 1978). In
the present study, bisexuality refers to having attractions to both men and women, and having
had sexual contact with both men and women.
Sexual fluidity refers to the tendency to make object choices that are heterosexual and
homosexual, as well as to move between heterosexual and homosexual fantasies and attractions,
regardless of the sex of one’s object choice. Sexual fluidity is thought to be more common for
women than for men (Baumeister, 2000; Kirkpatrick, 2003). While apparent as an aspect of
sexuality, particularly for women, the non-normative position of sexual fluidity indicates how
profoundly sexual orientation is overtly gendered, and highlights the expectation for a resolution
(i.e. gendered choice) to occur at some future point to achieve a non-fluid sexual identity.
Generally, “social and discursive pressures” (Ault, 1996, p. 454) demand binary choices in the
realms of gender and sexuality, which may leave bisexual people without the language or social
sanction for their desires. In the concept of bisexuality, the ability of discourse to delimit
possibilities and for human sexuality to resist categories meet, and often conflict. Postmodernist
academic discussions of bisexuality can tend towards the valorizing (e.g. Ault, 1996; Garber,
1995) since bisexuality is thought to upend constructed polarities around sex and gender. Even in
psychoanalysis, in which bisexuality has been pathologized (Rapoport, 2009) a more valorizing
discourse also exists. Chodorow’s (1994) describes both heterosexuality and homosexuality as
compromise-formations from an original bisexual state. Both homosexuality and heterosexuality
entail particular identifications and desires, as well as related defenses and repudiations for their
maintenance, resulting in what could be considered the symptom: a (mono)sexual orientation. It
follows that a bisexual identity, then, could hypothetically suggest a degree of flexibility and
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tolerance that results in a less symptomatic identity. Auchincloss and Vaughn (2001) suggest
such an idea when they point out that the rigidity implied in the psychoanalytic concept of
neurosis could be applied to the avoidance of bisexual desires or experiences, thus considering
bisexual expressions – again, hypothetically – a suggestion of greater psychic and behavioral
freedom. They cite Freud (1920) himself saying as much; he believed that psychoanalysis could
lead to a “restoring of… full bisexual functions” (p. 129). (They omit the crucial fact, however,
that Freud presented this outcome not to liberate the sexuality of all, but instead to offer an
option for those with predominantly homosexual desires to shift their attractions and sexual
behavior to those of the opposite sex, thus adhering to social convention.)
Freud and Universal Bisexuality
Freud could suggest this possibility for a restoration of full bisexuality having – years
earlier – posited a universal psychic bisexuality, and suggested that it is from this state that all
psychosexual development departs. In a lengthy footnote in his Three Essays on the Theory of
Sexuality (1905), he writes, “[A]ll human beings are capable of making a homosexual object
choice and have in fact made one in their unconscious” (1905, p. 11). Such is the power of
“libidinal attachments to persons of the same sex” that Freud underscores their import in “normal
mental life,” and even more so as a factor in pathology (ibid.). He writes that initially humans
choose objects regardless of their sex, only later responding to myriad “restrictions” leading to
manifest hetero- or homosexuality. Bisexual desire lives on in unconscious fantasy, if not in a
more conscious way.
Bisexuality, here, is a state of possibility from which disparate qualities, identifications,
and choices of object would emerge, and that Freud eventually theorized would get solidified
through the oedipal passage. As if demonstrating the instability that so often lies at the heart of
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understandings of bisexuality (as well as the often tragic ethos of his vision), Freud seemed to
view universal bisexuality as both a necessary aspect of the mind, as well as a potential cause for
distress. For Freud, a (largely unconscious) bisexual capacity to desire, love, and – later in his
theory – to identify non-defensively with members of both sexes was ultimately what drove
object choice and ego development. Heenan-Wolff (2010) underscores the structural nature of
bisexuality for Freud, who saw the oscillation between homosexual and heterosexual cathexes as
part of human beings’ “underlying bedrock,” incapable of being analyzed. Bisexuality lives on
for everyone from childhood as a possible source of distress in adulthood. Freud believed that
bisexuality (meaning here, the libido’s distribution across objects of both sexes in manifest or
latent form) caused no distress for some, but for most it created “an irreconcilable conflict”
(Freud, 1937). In this discussion, however, he assumes that this felt conflict would occur for
those with a monosexual identity, the stability of which is threatened by incongruous desires.
Such an idea could be seen as a precursor to contemporary ideas about how ambiguity tolerance
could reduce distress around the inherent complexity of identity.
Object choice and identification
Freud (1920) considered how the process of identification came to assemble the ego, after
his earlier focus on the repression of libidinal drives. Early in development, children identify
bisexually, and over time they narrow both their gender identities and object choices, formalized
in the oedipal stage. Objects of love and sexual desire can also be considered bisexual, in so far
as objects are chosen as composites of identifications, both latent and manifest, both male and
female. Here we run the risk of conflating the use of the term “bisexuality” as a sexual
orientation, and as a gender identity. This hazard is both representative of how bisexuality has
been conceptualized historically, but also indicates how intimately gender is connected to sexual
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identity. For instance, we believe we discern an aspect of someone’s sexual identity through the
sex or gender of their chosen object. Allowing for a notion of bisexuality in both gendered
identifications and in sexual desires complicates the picture of manifest object choice. For
instance, Freud’s (1920) case “The Psychogenesis of a Case of Homosexuality in a Woman”
describes a woman who loves a woman whom she describes as a composite of her mother and
her brother. Using this case as illustrative, Young-Bruehl (2001) points out that “it is the object’s
bisexuality that is of great importance to the chooser,” which she believes is relevant in anyone’s
object choice (p. 205, emphasis added). Elise (1997) underscores that multiple combinations of
same- and opposite-sex representations of self and other exist intrapsychically and are not bound
to the anatomical sex or core gender identity of either self or partner.
The tidiness and explanatory power of established (sexual) identity categories falters the
more (gendered) bisexuality is assumed in identifications and object choice. Harris (2009)
emphasizes how categories of gender and sexual orientation indicate little or nothing about
fantasy life, in which manifest gender and sexual identities can be reproduced or refused. Further
destabilizing sexual identity as an informative or even stable category, Young-Bruehl (2001),
asserts that it is not what is termed “sexual identity” that is stable over time, but rather the choice
of object. She writes, “I assume that a patient’s desired object will always be bisexual but not
that the patient will always be bisexual or homosexual or heterosexual. The identity side evolves
and fluctuates, but the prevailing type of object desired becomes clear at least in adolescence and
stays constant, even if appearances are to the contrary,” that is, even if the sex of the chosen
object changes (ibid, p. 208). Paradoxically, psychoanalysis has been both radical in its
acknowledgment of the inherent complexity of sexuality, but also at times in its history has
legislated fairly narrow norms for health.
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Pathological Bisexuality
In the uses of the term above, “bisexuality” describes not so much a stable sexual
orientation as a state of possibility from which (gendered) identifications and desires emerge, and
that could linger on, causing conflict, including in terms of sexual identity. As a concept, it has
held a paradoxical place: how can bisexuality be considered, after Freud, a universal part of
psychic life, while also having at times been viewed as a symptom of severe psychopathology?
Does a crucial difference lie in the fact that the former is largely unconscious and the latter is
manifest behavior? Or is a key question regarding bisexuality a matter not of timing but of
degree? Does this distinction (between bisexuality that is largely unconscious and one that is
manifest) indicate a difference in the intensity of or ability to repress bisexual desires? In
considering this distinction, Smith (Grossman, 2001) asks what he characterizes as a blunt
question: “[I]s it simply that all of us are bisexual, but some are more bisexual than others?” (p.
1362). Or are they instead two different concepts sharing one term?
Assumptions of a universal psychic bisexuality aside, manifest bisexual behavior has
been pathologized within psychoanalysis. Historically, psychoanalysis has considered any
outcome other than genital sexuality as indicative of a developmental arrest (Schafer, 1995). Of
course, homosexuality would have been included among the deviant sexualities, though in both
psychoanalysis and mainstream psychology it has been reconceptualized as a sexual identity on
par with heterosexuality in its potential to be present in both health and pathology, rather than as
being indicative of the latter. Bisexuality has not been as publicly vindicated. One reason for this
difference could be the legacy of bisexuality being considered a marker of identity diffusion.
Erikson (1956) first used this term to describe the adolescent’s inability to integrate childhood
identifications into an adult identity, resulting in “bisexual diffusion,” in which confusion around
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both sexual and gender identity prevent the achievement of the contrasted state of health, that of
“sexual identity.” Kernberg (1975) adopted the term of identity diffusion and described it as a
hallmark of a borderline personality structure. In this iteration of identity diffusion, idealized and
persecutory aspects of a representation of self and other do not get integrated as is theorized to
occur in normal development, and this lack of stable representations results in persistent
disturbances in interpersonal relationships, poor affect regulation, and a disrupted temporal
integration of one’s past, present, and future, thus preventing a stable commitment to work and
relationships (Kernberg, 2006). A diffuse identity is one in which contradictory identifications
persist, and splitting is used instead of repression as a defense against attributes that are
experienced as ego-dystonic. Similarly, Erikson’s (1956) contrast between identity diffusion and
identity integration lies, in part, in the latter’s offering a feeling of “selfsameness.” If the gender
of one’s object choice is seen as a key component of identity, then those who are actively
bisexual would not meet this requirement of identity integration. Similarly, through the lens of
identity diffusion, bisexuality could be regarded as an inability to achieve necessary repression of
contradictory desires, and instead indicate a reliance on the more primitive defense of splitting,
in which desires cannot be integrated. The explicit values in descriptions of an integrated identity
can run counter to how bisexuality is understood.
The view of bisexuality as a “both/and” rather than “either/or” orientation could also
suggest that its presence indicates one’s failure in a fundamental tenet of psychoanalysis,
namely, mourning. In psychoanalytic literature, the move from infantile bisexuality to
monosexuality can be described in pained tones that bemoan the tragic but necessary limitations
of choosing one orientation over another (e.g. McDougall, 2000, quoted in Rapoport, 2009). The
association of bisexuality with earlier states of undifferentiated development all but guarantees
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that its continuance into adulthood would be considered indicative of pathology and
developmental arrest.
At the same time, the lack of access to bisexual desires and identifications can be
pathologized as well, suggesting an inability to tolerate ambivalence and ambiguity, and a denial
of aspects of identity and sexuality. Also, access to what Freud termed infantile sexuality –
which he suggests is bisexual – can grant a source of vitality and creativity throughout life
(Widlocher, 2001). Freud draws a distinction between infantile sexuality and adult genital
sexuality, arguing that the former is determinative of normal psychic functions as well as
conflicts in this functioning (van Haute & Geyskens, 2004). Infantile sexuality cannot be
understood as a physiological function, nor as a variation on object relational love (Laplanche
and Pontalis, 1973) or attachment (Widlocher, 2001; Weinstein, 2008). Instead, it is linked to
desire, being a reconstruction of memories of actual events between parent and child, altered
through the fantasy life of the child. Its emphasis on fantasy life over need satisfaction associates
infantile sexuality with the particularities of the “[determination of] object-choice and the
orientation of activity” (Laplanche and Pontalis, 1973, p. 422). Building on this idea, Weinstein
(2007) suggests further generative capacities for infantile sexuality, offering that – through the
mastery that can arise from fantasy – it can serve a regulatory function that has the potential to
compensate for suboptimal attachment figures. If infantile sexuality fails to serve this function,
sexuality can become obsessive and ritualistic as it becomes marshaled to provide the regularity
and predictability that was not given in the attachment relationship, rather than for the sake of
sexual pleasure.
Unfortunately for those who wish to examine infantile sexuality in a systematic way –
rather than identify it idiographically and speculatively in individual clinical case studies – it is
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by definition a concept that upends the requirements of research. In framing this dilemma,
Zamanian pits research demands against the “repressed, enigmatic, uncanny, and unconscious”
qualities of infantile sexuality (2011, p. 43). This study will examine affective immersion in
language and the degree of connection between the subsymbolic (and bodily) and symbolic,
through the concept of Referential Activity (RA). This measure is not considered synonymous
with infantile sexuality, but elevated RA could indicate access to desire or memories that are an
artifact of this concept.
Bisexualities
Human desire, of course, does not necessarily corral into social and linguistic categories,
and even within these categories can exist great variation. Just as psychoanalytic writers have
criticized unitary theories of both hetero- and homosexuality as not capturing the variety of
sexual identity and behavior (e.g. Burch, 1993), so too can we posit a diversity of bisexualities.
As early as 1976, Blumstein and Schwartz noted the folly of trying to identify a “bisexual
personality,” pointing out the variety of manifestations of bisexuality and processes for
becoming bisexual. Freud (1905) had warned of regarding homosexuals as a unique group,
worthy of a particular kind of study, both radically normalizing same-sex object choice, and also
possibly raising questions about the categorical importance of the sex of object choice.
A distinction is made by several authors between sexual orientation, referring to one’s
sexual preferences (in fantasy, behavior, or attraction) and sexual orientation identity, referring
to one’s self-labeling (heterosexual, gay, queer, etc.) (Diamond & Savin-Williams, 2000;
Weinberg, et al. 1994). The first term is dimensional in nature, while the second is categorical.
The categorical nature of sexual orientation identity may be useful for the imperatives of
sexuality research (in which participants typically must choose a sexual orientation from a set
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list) and for political action in which an identity category reflects a commonality (often including
the experience of social stigma, which is itself a product of categorizing). But the categorical
nature of monolithic identity labeling – by necessity – misses the subtleties and (in a categorical
world, what might seem like) contradictions that are a part of human sexuality and lived
experience. As influential (and initially radical) a tool for assessing sexual orientation as the
Kinsey scale measures sexuality in a way that may not allow for the expression of the complexity
of human sexuality in that it treats heterosexual and homosexual desires as dichotomous, rather
than multifaceted (Sell, 1997). On the scale, one must locate oneself in relation to attractions to
men and women, with attractions to one sex existing in an inverse relationship with the other, as
if sexual desire were a pie to be divided in varying proportions to hypothetical male and female
objects. Given the likely variability within each category of sexual orientation identity, research
is needed that looks at within group variability (Worthington & Reynolds, 2009). Some studies
(Diamond, 2008; Weinberg, et al, 1994; Weinrich & Klein, 2003; Worthington & Reynolds,
2009) do examine within group variability in samples of bisexual men or women or both. At
least one such study finds enough significant differences among the variables identified as
relevant to sexual identity to suggest a need to further refine the category of bisexuality into three
subgroups (Worthington & Reynolds, 2009). These distinctions within bisexual identity were
made after finding significant differences among those identified as bisexuals in the categories of
orientation to males, orientation to females, degree of heterosexual identity, and degree of LGB
identity. The other studies cited above find a variety of sexual orientation identities not
adequately captured by the common categories. Thompson and Morgan (2008) identified a group
of women they termed “mostly straight,” after finding that they differed significantly from
exclusively straight, bisexual, and lesbian women on all administered quantitative measures of
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sexual orientation. Complicating the assumption of a clear correspondence between sexual
orientation and process of sexual identity development, they found that the identity trajectory of
members of this group bore more similarities to those from established sexual minority groups
than to women who described themselves as “straight” (ibid).
For sexuality research to hope to capture the complexity it seeks to study, separating
orientation from identity label and understanding how the two may and may not be related is
particularly important, given that the two have been shown to be not so overlapping (Blumstein
& Schwartz, 1976; Burch, 1993; Diamond, 2003; Young, 2011).
Sexual identity labels
Those who take the idea of universal bisexuality for granted – and seriously – would
argue as does Heenan-Wolff (2010) that we tell ourselves that we are “heterosexual” or
“homosexual” as a “narrative formalization” of the once complete Oedipal configuration, which
ultimately becomes restrictive and determines object choice; the unconscious and id remain
bisexual. In this vision, our identity (what we “tell ourselves” about ourselves) is by necessity
exclusionary of aspects of experience, both conscious and unconscious. Regardless of the
etiology of sexual orientation – a complex and as yet undetermined mix of biological and
environmental factors – sexual identity labels come to have profound meaning for people.
Violence and passionate political action have been inspired in their name. The process and
purpose of categorizing sexual identity into typologies has been examined in a variety of
postmodern discourses as well as in psychoanalysis. Those in psychoanalysis who take exception
to or question the utility of sexual identity labels focus on desire and sexuality as existing a
priori to gender, or even object-directed sexuality. Flax (2002, 2004), taking a position that is
both psychoanalytic and informed by postmodern ideas around gender, argues for a notion of
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desire removed from gender and object choice. She questions, as she believes Freud would, the
“contemporary tendency to define or stabilize identity through defining it by object choice”
(2004, p. 56). Schwartz (1995), too, criticizes understanding sexual identity as the essence of
erotic desire, viewing desire, rather, as a force of which no small part responds contextually to
current conditions, such as available objects and social pressures. In fact, he calls sexual
orientation a “fetish,” in its functioning to deny the wish to escape the limits of one’s biological
sex and thus to “unlimit erotic experience” (1995, p. 122).
In psychoanalysis, there is hardly a consensus on considering sexuality apart from
identity labels, as the labels can serve as shorthand indicators of a history of developmental
experiences that differed in important ways from the social norm (see, for example, Isay, 1986,
1991 and Lewes, 1988 for attention to the gay male experience). These categories, too, can
profoundly affect one’s social experience and legal rights. But if desire and sexuality were to be
separated from gender of object choice, or considered potentially fluid over time, questions
logically arise about the utility of sexual identity labels. Person (1999) believes that the
psychological significance people attach to their sexual identity is likely particularly strong in a
society that offers fewer traditional markers of identity, such as a more rigid class structure or
greater geographical rootedness. Person is highlighting an organizing function of sexual
orientation labels: they provide, just as much they express, an orientation. One’s relationship to a
sexual identity label, then, elicits a consideration of the structure of the self and the consolidation
of one’s identity, including what lies outside that identity. The development and experience of a
border between oneself and the outside world is a central one in psychoanalysis. Anzieu (1989)
formulates the “skin ego” as an early achievement, which represents for the child their body as a
container for psychological development, physically differentiated from an object, and created
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through experiences on the surface of their bodies. This developmentally early distinction
between inside and outside could be seen as elaborated in later attempts to describe the self by
delineating these concepts, now iterated in identity terms.
Clearly in social contexts that categorize sexuality based on the gender of one’s desired
object, people are bound to understand their sexuality in terms of sexual identity labels, as well
as potentially to “constrain desire” (Flax, 2004, p. 55) to fit them. Given the ways in which
language shapes possibilities, it is not just the adoption of a sexual identity label that is
noteworthy as much as the function of that label, and an individual’s relationship to it. For
instance, an identity label could be clung to in order to shore up an unstable identity, or it could
be embraced as a way to build camaraderie with similar others to either differentiate the self
from “out” groups or assert a minority identity, or it could be settled on as a linguistic
approximation of an internal state. Additionally, one’s relational style can also extend to one’s
relationship with such a label. Young (2011), in a qualitative study of eight women who had
bisexual life histories, found that each “subject’s attitude toward identity labels was consonant
with her characteristic emotional style and with issues she typically experienced in her
relationships,” going on to explain how, for example, one woman’s ambivalence about
immersion in any group identity extended to her relationship to adopting the term “lesbian,” an
identity label she refused despite a history of passionate love relationships with women and
involvement in the political movements of gay rights (p. 139).
When developmental tasks and processes can be considered alongside the use of socially
available identity labels, we can examine how people’s intrapsychic processes interact with the
cultural surround, including how they negotiate desire and represent the self. Such a
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consideration could also provide some insight into how the labels can come to feel like essential
aspects of the self, or alienated constructs.
Sexual identity labels seek to denote or assert a sense of stability in desire. Several
theorists, however, have highlighted the distinct nature of sexuality as a force, including how it
might remain difficult to integrate, regulate, or categorize. While a bisexual identity may be
particularly difficult to integrate for some individuals, given its transcending of gender categories
and the paucity of social mirroring, these theorists speak to the inherent qualities of sexuality as a
force – beyond its specific manifestations – that lend it an enigmatic and disruptive quality.
Such characteristics are relevant as women in the study describe their sexual identities. The
following theorists delineate the aspects of sexuality in general that might contribute to the
challenges of such a task; of course these qualities contribute to the special place of sexuality in
human life.
Sexuality as Enigmatic and Disruptive: Stein, Laplanche, Fonagy, and Lacan
Stein
Stein, in a series of papers (1998a, 1998b, 2008), considers what makes human sexuality
“such an extraordinary phenomenon” both in human experience and in psychoanalytic theory
(1998b, p. 253). In considering sexuality’s connection to both the taboo and the sacred, she
highlights its opposition to the everyday and thus its power to shatter divisions that uphold the
social order and contain us as discrete individuals. She captures both the allure and danger of
sexuality, which has the potential to threaten security and homeostasis, but also carries the
promise of a potential return to a lost state of continuity. Sexuality is inherently connected to the
boundaries of self and other; the transgressing of these boundaries in sexuality allows a
transcendence of our bounded natures, but also threatens engulfment and fragmentation.
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Sexuality is also inherently connected to (actual or potential) traumatic transgression and
knowing in the form of incest and the primal scene.
Laplanche
Laplanche’s later theories made a crucial place for the object when considering sexuality,
acknowledging the centrality of children’s reliance on others to fulfill their basic needs. But for
Laplanche this relationship is hardly one solely of ministrations and attachment because to this
caretaking the mother brings her entire being, including her unconscious and, therefore,
sexuality. What the child receives of this sexuality, Laplanche calls the “enigmatic message.” It
is enigmatic in that the child does not yet know adult sexuality and cannot decipher the nature of
the adult’s unconscious communication. Laplanche highlights the structural inequality that exists
between parent and child, and while this inequality also characterizes other aspects of parentchild interaction, sexuality maintains a special place since the child has no means by which to
fully adapt to it, nor reciprocate. The child, though, tries to decode the mother’s “message,” but
given the child’s immaturity, the full translation of sexuality into his or her terms is impossible,
leaving a remainder that cannot be integrated into the ego. The child then represses the sexuality
received from the mother, and this repression lends sexuality a lifelong feeling of the foreignness
that is part of its phenomenology. In this repression, the child builds a mind and an unconscious
“that accommodates her translations” of the enigmatic messages, including the remaining
untranslatable parts (Stein, 2008, p. 51). The enigmatic nature of this first contact with sexuality
is what thereafter perpetuates the strangeness, drivenness, and mystery that characterize
sexuality.
Stein (1998a) emphasizes that Laplanche does not view this communication (or
“seduction”) as an isolatable or historical event, but rather an inevitable and continuous outcome
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of the structural inequality between child and adult. She also emphasizes that it is
developmentally normal, and in fact life enhancing in establishing the child’s sexuality.
Acknowledging Kernberg’s theory that it is a relationship that is internalized, Stein suggests that
a relationship of “excess and enigma”1 is one of many that the child internalizes (1998a, p. 607).
This schema serves as a crucial source of sexuality’s power, reactivated in the presence of later
sexual and love objects.
Fonagy
Citing inspiration by the writings of Stein and Laplanche on sexuality, Fonagy (2008)
takes up their theories, emphasizing their developmental and interpersonal dimensions, while
also specifying the psychic achievements necessary for sexual enjoyment. In its manifest
characteristics and internal experience, Fonagy writes of how sexuality “mimics” borderline
pathology in its dysregulated affect, poor impulse control, and porous self-other boundaries. The
genesis of this quality of sexuality is its unmirrored state in the relationship between mother and
child. This unmirrored quality prevents sexuality from reaching “second order representation”
the way other affects and experiences would (and, in fact, this lack of mirroring could intensify
the experience), thus disallowing symbolization and the greater regulation this achievement
implies. This interactional pattern is the mechanism by which sexuality takes on its particular
qualities. The feeling of coherence of the self is threatened by this incongruent mirroring, leaving
sexuality never feeling quite consonant with the self or “owned” (p. 23). He emphasizes the
difficulty of this quality, likening it to a “burden.” Fonagy allows for the optimistic possibility
that finding another with whom to share sexuality relieves some of this burdensome and alien
quality, placing him in opposition to Lacan (discussed below) who theorizes an essential
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Excess: a term Stein uses to capture the experience of adults’ “bigness” to the child then made aware of its
comparative “smallness."
2
Calculations on the Father item on the ORI are based on N=37.
3
Her acknowledging being intoxicated and previous mention of drug use when she was younger raises questions 21

impossibility, lack, or disharmony at the heart of human experience. For Fonagy, creating and
experiencing sexual excitement in and through the other relieves sexuality’s threatening
incongruence. Finally, he specifies requirements for sexual enjoyment that include secure
attachment (allowing a feeling safety from which playful, imaginative sexuality can arise), a firm
enough boundary between self and other to tolerate its suspension in sexual activity, the ability to
achieve reciprocity, and a tolerance of bisexual identifications (in, as he specifies, a heterosexual
couple, in which each partner identifies with the other).
Lacan
Fonagy extends the theories of Stein and Laplanche in a way that is useful both
theoretically and clinically. In his formulation, he speaks in terms of health and pathology that
suggest a spectrum of adjustment around sexuality. By way of contrast, and to further elaborate
themes around how sexuality is understood, this discussion would be incomplete without
mentioning the theories of Lacan. As is typically required when introducing his dense writings
that resist the simplification necessary for a summary, a caveat about the necessary cursory
nature of a discussion of Lacan’s writing is in order. That said, his perspective on sexuality and
identity is worth voicing in any forum that assumes the possibility of an “integrated” identity, or
achievement of greater “coherence” of the self. His ideas challenge the possibility of these very
notions, and are therefore relevant considerations when assessing these concepts. Since his
theories are structural rather than developmental (à la Fonagy, for instance), he speaks of the
inevitabilities of psychic life, more than the process of interactional growth with another. One of
these inevitabilities is the inherent split nature of consciousness that renders any idea of a
coherent or integrated “self” purely illusory. In fact, a component of Lacanian analysis is to
confront this (impossible) wish for wholeness. In his discussion of the Mirror Stage, Lacan
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describes the inevitable etiology of the “decentered” nature of human identity. Briefly, this stage
describes a formative process between the ages of 6-18 months in which the child beholds
himself in a mirror with interest, often with an enthusiastic parent marking the event, for the first
time conceptualizing himself as a unified individual. This stage offers an image that serves as an
ideal that organizes and orients the self, anticipating a self-identity that was thus far impossible
to imagine, and leading to the internalization of the parents’ ideals in a way likened to Freud’s
ego ideal. Here lies a central aspect of the alienation that is inherent in the Lacanian self: not
only is the self that we see not our own creation, but we behold ourselves as an object, and in this
external image try to find confirmation of our identity and intactness. Analogously, what we
think of as our desires are in fact those of the Other, capitalized by Lacan to connote the “radical
alterity” (Luepnitz, 2009, p. 90) for which it stands. Our desires, in other words, are mediated
through language, the unconscious, culture, etc. The subjective feeling of “I” is but one
component of the Lacanian subject, which also includes this Other, rendering lack as an essential
aspect of human experience due to the essential “otherness” of the Other.
These concepts extend to Lacan’s view of sexuality. His famous dictum, “There is no
such thing as a sexual relationship” refers not to sexual behavior, but to the perpetual disharmony
between the two sexual positions of his system, the feminine and masculine (which need not
correspond to women and men). The sexual drive, for Lacan, seeks to restore a lost state. Given
the essential lack at the heart of humans as subjects, this is a goal that cannot be reached. In the
trying, however, we model ourselves in accordance with what we imagine is the desired object of
the Other, first in the form of trying to satisfy the lack that spurs the parent’s desire. Lacan’s is a
model of identity and sexuality that makes a place for instability, uncertainty, and lack at the
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heart of what it is to be a human. For Lacan, in a statement that he expressed in a variety of
ways, to love is to give what one does not have (1977).
The above theorists have considered the particular power of sexuality, with its potential
for disruption, including the disruption that underlies its generative power and its compelling
nature. We will examine female sexuality specifically, which may have its own unique qualities
that can pose challenges to creating a relatively coherent sense of sexual self.
Female Sexuality
Examining the nature of sexuality in women as if it were an entity wholly different from
male sexuality may elicit warnings raised about a “commentary of traits” (Grossman & Kaplan,
1988, cited in Auchincloss & Vaughan, 2001), meaning any psychoanalytic statement about
what a certain kind of person or group of people is “like.” Grossman and Kaplan argue that traits
should point to motive, rather than typological properties. Thus traits should be subjected to
psychoanalytic investigation, not derived from it. But female sexuality has been a topic central in
psychoanalysis and that is still studied as an entity in sexuality research, and is taken up in the
popular press as well (e.g. Bergner, 2013, 2009). Current research in sexuality does in fact show
that along some dimensions male and female sexuality are measurably different, likely due to
biological as well as social factors. (And certainly, not all men and women would fit into the
categorical patterns found.) In a social context that does not regard aspects of female sexuality as
the norm, these differences could pose particular challenges for women in integrating a sense of
the sexual self.
Women’s sexuality is understood as being more fluid and in continuous development
over the lifespan than that of men (Baumeister, 2000; Diamond, 1998, 2000, 2003). In fact,
women report more bisexual attractions than men do (Pattatucci, 1998) and show more fluidity
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in their sexual attractions and behaviors (Baumeister, 2000; Kirkpatrick, 2003). Women’s sexual
preferences and orientation may not be as strongly related to sexual arousal patterns as are
men’s, suggesting that their sexual arousal (at least as measured in laboratory settings) is not as
determinative of sexual behavior, feelings, or identity (Chivers, Rieger, Latty & Bailey, 2005).
Orientation and arousal may not overlap for women as much as they do for men because of the
nature of that arousal and women’s sexual motivations. Female sexual arousal appears to be less
category-specific than male sexual arousal (Laan, Sonderman, & Janssen, 1996) and female
sexuality has been considered more motivated by relationships than by genital sexual arousal
(Baumeister, Catanese, & Vohs, 2001; Diamond, 2003; Kirkpatrick, 2002).
Oedipus Complex
This research that highlights particular qualities of female sexuality complements some
feminist psychoanalytic critiques of Freud’s formulation of the Oedipus Complex, which argue
that this concept universalizes across the sexes a process that is in fact more characteristic of
male development. In elaborating an idea that is central to psychoanalysis, Freud posited a
positive and negative Oedipus complex, wherein the positive Oedipal includes loving and sexual
wishes towards the parent of the opposite sex and rivalrous hatred towards the same-sex parent,
and in the negative Oedipal, the reverse. Both versions are, to varying degrees, experienced by
everyone, but the ultimate orientation of sexuality could be seen as determined by which Oedipal
constellation is invested with more libidinal force. The typical resolution of the Oedipus complex
occurs through rivalry with the same-sex parent yielding to identification with him or her, and
the temporary renunciation of the parent of the opposite sex, who is later “found” in an adult
sexual object. The Oedipal period can be thought of as a time when, among other developmental
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tasks, sexual and gender identity take on characteristic qualities that remain influential
throughout life.
Theorists who challenge the Oedipal narrative assert that it describes a story of male
development exclusively. The narratives of the mythological figures of Electra (HalberstadtFreud, 1998) and Persephone (Kulish & Holtzman, 2008; Burch, 1993; Chodorow, 1991) have
been posed as alternatives that capture aspects of female experience. The former myth
emphasizes a daughter’s only partial separation from her mother, suggesting that Electra’s
murderousness towards her mother is an example of the hazard of a too vehement turning away
from mother that only, in the end, preserves a (pathological) bond. The latter similarly summons
separation-individuation issues and the possibilities for glee or traumatic rupture that separation
brings. In suggesting a “Persephone Complex,” Kulish and Holtzman highlight a particular
challenge in women’s development, namely that in a “positive” Oedipal constellation, the mother
is (likely) both caretaker and rival. Thus competitive feelings towards the same-sex parent
threaten security, and young girls must balance sexual interest in their fathers with a need for
security from their mothers. They also see the Persephone myth as powerfully dramatizing
oscillating, bisexual attentions between both parents, which they consider more indicative of
female development and adult sexuality than a more definitive rivalry with and renunciation of
the same sex parent as a love object.
Sensitive to girls’ particular challenge of rivalry with and dependence on mother, Ogden
(1989) also reconceptualizes the Oedipal triangle, suggesting more fluid gender identifications in
which the mother becomes a transitional object for the daughter, drawing on her own
unconscious childhood romance to guide her in playing out the role of the father (that is, a third
figure) for her daughter, thus allowing the child to explore a growing interest in her father
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without giving up her mother, modulating the anxiety that comes from separation, and
facilitating a gender identity that can draw on both feminine and masculine identifications. Using
this model, Burch (1993) suggests that heterosexual or homosexual love might not be so starkly
delineated at this stage, but instead become manifest more clearly with later objects.
Heterosexuality Complementarity and the Gender Binary
Another critique – or complication – of the Oedipus complex involves the idea of
“heterosexual complementarity,” that is, the rendering of same-sex desire as impossible, made so
partially through a problematic conflation of gender and sexual identities. While Freud’s
conception of a complete Oedipus complex acknowledges the complexity of identifications and
desires of which he believed his theory was but a schematization, and could allow for a
nonpathological understanding of same-sex desire, its schematic quality has also been seen by
some contemporary theorists as reinforcing the idea of complementarity around gender identity
and sexual desire. Butler (1990) criticized this aspect of Freud’s conceptualization, reading his
views of bisexuality as suggesting that masculine and feminine dispositions each seek
heterosexual objects, highlighting the merger of the divergent concepts of gender and sexual
identities (e.g. a man who loves a man must be “feminine,” or in a structural position considered
to be somehow female). Bisexuality, then, is “the coincidence of two heterosexual desires within
a single psyche” (ibid, p. 77). In this reading, bisexuality does not complicate the polarity of
gender, but affirms it. Benjamin (1996) sees such complementarity as characteristic of the
Oedipal period, when this clear dichotomy is idealized regardless of a more complex reality of
gendered desires and identifications. In a related way (though one that does not seem as
problematizing of this binary), Mitchell views grappling with sex differences during the Oedipal
period as a “one of the chief spurs to thinking” (2001, p. 257). Benjamin acknowledges the
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importance of achieving a gender identity, but sees persisting attachments to gender binaries as
an affective-cognitive artifact of the Oedipal stage, an arrested stage stopped short of a more
flexible “postoedipal” future (to be discussed below).
The Experience and Use of Gender
In examining the Oedipus complex, this discussion of sexual identity has come to include
the category of gender. This discussion of one alongside the other could be seen as consistent
with this developmental period being understood as foundational in both sexual and gender
development. Identifications that contain a gendered component and contribute to ego and
superego formation – as well as to future choice of object – are operant during this stage. Gender
is clearly a central aspect of the Oedipal stage, and in fact, the Oedipal narrative could be seen as
one in which a child tries to understand and come to peace with difference (including sexual
difference), and the limitations, distance, and possibility of loss it implies. Examining the ways
in which sexual and gender identity overlap is beyond the scope of this project. Its assumption is
in keeping with Harris’s (2009) acknowledgment of both the difference and interrelationship
between these concepts. For her, in sexuality, “sex and gender co-evolve and co-construct” in
countless ways, unique to each person (ibid., p. 163).
Implicit in Benjamin’s work (mentioned above) is the idea that gender terms can map
onto and expose intrapsychic needs and processes, consonant with developmental phases. In
addition to exposing aspects of intrapsychic structure, these terms can also, in the content they
represent, come to hold important divisions and binaries. Mitchell (2001) demonstrates how in
Freud’s intermittent association of biological sex to the essential qualities of “activity” and
“passivity,” he is in fact discussing different subjective positions that may have been deemed
“masculine” and “feminine” but are not connected to biological sex. Second wave feminist
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writings on the concept of androgyny expand this idea (Bem, 1976; Kaplan, 1976). Using
Bakan’s (1966) concepts of “agency” and “communion,” theorists of androgyny demonstrate
ways in which “masculinity” and “femininity” get mapped onto these ideas, which are in fact
different modes of being, for either gender. They advocate for achieving what they term an
androgynous position in which context determines which mode is emphasized, and how they are
blended. This position necessitates flexibility in drawing on these different modes, which
socialization could either facilitate or stymie.
Postmodern views of gender clearly draw on this model of having flexible access to
different modes of being. They would, however, add an examination of how gender gets
dichotomized, and how it functions as a process. Deeming gender a construct that serves both
social and psychological needs, Goldner (2003) suggests viewing gender as “difference” and
examining how difference is theorized and given meaning in the guise of gender.
Acknowledging the phenomenology of gender identity as feeling constitutive, while also
deconstructing it, she and other theorists describe gender as being a core experience that comes
to constitute identity, rather than an essence that determines it. Harris (2009) creates a fruitful
vantage point from which to consider gender when she deems it a function that does “various
psychic and relational tasks,” rather than simply as a structure that holds and determines aspects
of internal experience (p. 18). Such tasks can include functioning as a boundary within the self or
between self and other, as an idealization, as a way of denying or bearing loss, and as a means of
affect management. Gender, then, can be viewed as “the residue of complex processes” rather
than a structure or force (p. 170). It can then arrange itself along polarities that “organize and
trap” other polarities, both intrapsychically and socially, meeting both social and psychological
demands.
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Describing gender as “softly assembled,” Harris (2009) obviates the assertion of a
monolithic experience of gender. She thus evokes another tension in psychoanalytic
understandings of gender: that is, between theories that are nomothetic and those that are
idiographic (Hansell, 2011). Having written about the problematic nature of defining the concept
of gender, Goldner focuses on its individualized experience and function, concluding, “The
issue, therefore, is not gender per se, but how rigidly and concretely it is being used in an
individual mind or family context, and what psychic and intersubjective work it is being
deployed to do” (2003, p 135). Flexibility around gender identifications, then, comes to be
associated with optimal functioning. Hansell (2011) points out how this flexibility of access to
different gendered qualities does not lead to a diffuse gender identity, “but to a more secure,
though expanded, identity,” highlighting how this identity may be more flexible but is still
usually male or female (p. 63). Here Hansell captures both the limiting and the facilitative
capacity of gender, and how gender identity can serve as a secure base from which to explore
different identifications. He (1998, 2011) argues that the gender binary cannot be simply
denounced as pathogenic as it can be a stabilizing structure in keeping with a child’s cognitive
capacities at critical times of gender development. A consolidated gender identity is what allows
for a fluid access to gendered representations to be experienced as freedom rather than chaos by
providing a stable and secure foundation from which to include an expanded range of gendered
identifications (Hansell, 2011; Fast, 1984). This security could offer a greater tolerance for such
identifications, rather than a rigid need to repudiate them.
Postoedipal Gender
Freud posed bisexuality (with an emphasis on the coexistence of masculine and feminine
identifications, rather than sexual identity, per se) as an irremediable source of conflict. More
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recent theorizing about a postoedipal stage that transcends the binary nature of gender maintains
that once a consolidated gender identity is reached at the Oedipal stage, development optimally
would continue, advancing a capacity for flexible identifications with both parents. This
formulation of a postoedipal stage recasts the bisexuality of neurotic conflict as the fluidity of
gender identifications indicative of mental wellbeing. Ghany (2011), using the term “plasticity”
in a way synonymous with the aforementioned fluidity, writes (specifically of girls’
development),
Plasticity implies that the girl is allowed to process and
model different facets of her parents’ sexuality, gender
identities, and styles of engaging in intimate relationships
and can aspire to having the best of both parents in future
partners, with less plasticity contributing to the development
of defenses against intimacy. Fostering this fluidity allows the
girl to develop healthy sexuality and increases her capacity for
romantic intimacy in adulthood (p. 347)
Benjamin (1995, 1996) focuses on the capacity required for ambiguity tolerance, marking it as a
developmental achievement of greater differentiation, which is only possible once the binaries of
the Oedipal stage are solidified. Thus, she suggests a “postoedipal complementarity,” only
possible after a nominal gender identity is achieved in the Oedipal period. This identity is
maintained and provides a frame of self-continuity that can hold seemingly conflicting gendered
self-representations, non-defensively drawn from preoedipal overinclusive representations that
remain a part of the unconscious. Such an ability is likely distinct from but related to the
integration of a sexual identity, both drawing on the same capacity for integration of disparate
elements.
Gender – related to biological sex and constructed in a social context – is both a social
discourse and an experience that can feel undeniably embodied. Though sharing the same term,
the self as a social and linguistic construct exists on a different level of abstraction than the self
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as a phenomenological experience (Benjamin, 1996: Hansell, 2011). This study will use a
measure of Referential Activity, discussed below, to examine the bridge between these two
levels of experience and discourse.
Referential Activity and the Referential Process
Drawing on cognitive psychology, psychoanalysis, and affective neuroscience,
Bucci (1997, 2002, 2003) developed multiple code theory, which describes the interaction of
emotional, cognitive, and biological processes. Multiple code theory proposes that multiple
levels of processing are involved in emotional expression, and that the dissociation of one level
from another, along with resulting dysfunctional attempts at repair, can cause psychopathology
(2002).
Bucci proposes that information is stored in different “modes:” the subsymbolic,
symbolic nonverbal, and symbolic verbal. The referential process (which will be discussed
below) is the means by which these three modes are linked. The difference between symbolic
and subsymbolic forms is a more meaningful distinction than that between verbal and nonverbal
(2002). The subsymbolic refers to continuous gradations and shifts, and the symbolic refers to
discrete entities (1997).
Symbolic Processing
Symbols, for Bucci, are defined as “discrete entities with properties of reference and
generativity; that is, symbols are entities that refer to other entities and that can be combined to
generate an infinite variety of new forms” (2002, p. 768). Symbols can be visual or verbal,
though Bucci calls language “the quintessential symbolic mode” (2002, p. 769). Nonverbal
symbols are “discrete images of objects and events that may occur in all sensory modalities,
although vision may dominate our awareness” (2005, p. 858).
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Symbolic communication serves important functions for connecting individuals to the
larger, shared cultural context. Language, for instance, allows for the communication of private
experience, thus connecting individuals to each other in a milieu of shared symbols (Bucci,
1984). It also organizes and constrains individual experience through the dictates of the rules of
logic (ibid). Symbols allow not only for communication with others, but also for private
reflection. They also allow for the organization and reorganization of aspects of the subsymbolic
system.
Subsymbolic Processing
In contrast to processing in the symbolic system, subsymbolic processing functions “as
variation on continuous dimensions” rather than being generated through the discrete forms of
symbols (2002, p. 769). Subsymbolic processing is motoric, visual, and sensory, and would
include sounds, smells, and feelings, rather than words or other symbols. Such experiences can
be expressed within the subsymbolic system directly, or may be communicated symbolically
through a process of analogy. Processing on this level occurs without explicitly identifying
underlying rules or metrics, such as when a child positions himself at his mother’s breast, or a
dancer learns a new routine (Bucci, 1997). Subsymbolic processes and representations are often
not directly experienced or attended to, and often do not seem subject to intentional control
(1997). Bucci (2002) considers subsymbolic processing as functioning in an organized system,
including in emotion schemas.
Emotion Schemas
Emotion schemas are psychic structures comprised of components of all three systems,
but dominated by sensory and bodily representation and processes. Bucci defines them as
“specific types of memory schemas, which are built and rebuilt through repeated interactions
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with mother-other from the beginning of life, and which constitute one’s knowledge of one’s self
in relation to the interpersonal world” (2002, p. 771). From these early interactions come the
templates for future relationships, including the desires, expectations and fears one has towards
others. Subsymbolic representations (motoric, sensory, and somatic) comprise the “affective
core” (Emde, 1983) of the emotion schema and serve as the organization on which the schema is
built. Varied instances of each affect are linked by the somatic and sensory experiences they
share, and the interpersonal objects of the emotion schema are linked as well (Bucci, 1997).
Bucci relates this conceptualization to Kernberg’s object relational idea of a representation of
self relating to a representation of other, connected by a dominant affect (ibid). In functioning
that is considered integrated, the schemas that represent the same object can be reconciled
(Bucci, 2003). Emotion schemas may register in ways that are not as readily apparent in the
symbolic system.
Language is linked to emotional schemas through the referential process. The connection
of the subsymbolic processes of the affective core to the imagistic and verbal representations of
places and people is the means through which emotional development occurs (Bucci, 2002).
Emotional arousal is given interpersonal and other symbolic meanings.
Referential Process
The three systems of the symbolic verbal, symbolic nonverbal, and subsymbolic are
connected by the referential process. This process can be thought of as a capacity that ensures
adaptive functioning. It acknowledges the bidirectional process between language and somatic
experience, that is, language’s ability to invoke an emotion and emotion’s presence in language
(Bucci, 2003). In multiple code theory, referential process, in fact, enables communication with
others and the experience of a sense of self (Bucci, 1997). The process, though, might be strained
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when, for instance, trying to put a new experience into words, or when describing a taste, sound,
or smell (Bucci, 2003).
Bucci (1997) summarizes the referential process, in this case in the context of a therapy
session in which material, once made verbally available, would be shared and is thus free for
elaboration with another person in the third stage below:
1. Arousal phase: An emotion schema – with its subsymbolic processing of sensory and
somatic components – becomes activated.
2. Symbolizing phase: This stage occurs in two parts. First, the subsymbolic emotion
schema is converted into the symbolic nonverbal mode. Then these discrete images or
episodes are verbalized and shared.
3. Reorganizing phase: Images and stories can be reflected upon. Because an event is
represented in symbolic form, it is open to the modulating influence of logical
differentiation and generalization. The interpersonal context in which verbalization
occurs may allow for the emotion schema to be reworked when, for instance, the
listener does not respond in the way the teller anticipates.
Psychopathology
Multiple code theory provides a way of conceptualizing psychopathology by providing a
framework for understanding how emotions are experienced, understood, and communicated.
Psychopathology in multiple code theory is conceptualized as a dissociation between
subsymbolic and symbolic processes within the emotional schemas (Bucci, 1997, 2001). This
dissociation occurs through the avoidance of threatening internal stimuli (2003). The affective
core remains activated, but is disconnected from symbolic processes that could give it meaning
and modulation.
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Dysfunctional attempts at repair can follow as a person tries to alleviate the distress of
feeling high arousal without being able to attach it to (and therefore regulate it with) meaning
(2001). Impulsive behavior or somatization are both strategies used to attach a less threatening
meaning to distressing stimulation (ibid). The void of meaning, though originally an attempt at
self-protection, leaves a person vulnerable to maladaptive responses, and less able to modify
distressing and dysfunctional emotional schemas.
Referential Activity in Speech
Referential Activity (RA) is a construct that allows for the empirical measure of the
phases of the referential process and is defined as “the capacity to express all manner of
nonverbal experience, particularly emotional experience, in verbal form” (Bucci, 1997, p. 185).
It can measure the degree to which language is connected to nonverbal – particularly
emotional – experience. Hanakawa (2004) contrasts content analysis, with its study of what
kinds of words the speaker uses to RA’s examining how inner experiences are expressed in
language. High RA in a narrative indicates a high level of integration between the symbolic and
subsymbolic processes, and is generally associated with narrations of episodes and the use of
specific, detailed language. This more evocative way of speaking connects the speaker to her
own emotional experience and is likely to evoke a corresponding experience in the listener
(Bucci, 1997). Low RA speech is more abstract and vague and indicates a disconnection between
language and emotion, thus not conveying meaning to the listener (Bucci, 1997). Higher RA in
speech samples has been associated with improved mental health (Bucci and Miller, 1993;
Bucci, 1982), superior integration of cognitive, linguistic, and affective stimuli (Samstag, 1996)
and attachment security in mothers (Applebaum, 2000).
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Refining RA Measurement and Meaning
Studies demonstrate that considering RA levels without further refinement or context
risks missing the meaning of the measure. For instance, while high RA has been shown to be
associated with mental health (Bucci and Miller, 1993; Bucci, 1982), for those who are
traumatized, high RA levels can in fact indicate problematic immersion in traumatic material
(Goldfine, 2010; Jepson & Bucci, 1999). Halfon (2011) showed that measuring RA in
conjunction with repetition of speech in a sample of analytic sessions gave the RA measure
greater explanatory power in capturing different processes at work in the representative analytic
hours examined. While these two dimensions were shown to have a significant (inverse)
relationship, distinct qualities could be identified at the times when these variables were in direct
relationship. Contrary to prediction, given the association of high RA to mental health, Okie
(1991) found that greater symptomatology among a borderline sample was associated with high
levels of RA.
Few studies have looked at the relationship between object relational level and RA.
Connelly (1994) found a positive correlation between RA and SCORS (Social Cognition and
Object Relations Scale) levels when applied to Early Memories and Thematic Apperceptions
Tests for nonabused college students. Jepson & Bucci (1999) found an intercorrelation between
RA and object relational level (as measured by SCORS) when subjects described their mothers,
but only for non-abused adolescents. For this group, they suggested that more complex and
integrated representations of self and other were related to greater capacities for symbolizing and
expressing emotional experience. Those adolescents who were abused, however, were an
exception to this finding. For this group the only significant relationship between RA and object
relations was shown in the negative correlation between the RA subscale of Concreteness
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(measuring the expression of sensory experience) and the SCORS object relational subscale of
Affect Tone, capturing the coexistence of vivid language and malevolent relational schemas.
Though this correspondence is striking, Jepson and Bucci did not find any significant differences
between RA in the abused and non-abused groups.
Object Relations Inventory
As stated above, the emotional schemas that are a central aspect of multiple code theory
recall the self-object representations as formulated by Kernberg (1976). Both of these concepts
connect bodily experiences of affect with the formation of the concept of self and other, as well
as with the process of identity development. Kernberg is part of a tradition that considers how
early experiences with caregivers both form and interact with internal representations, and how
the quality of these representations affect development and functioning.
Given the importance of internal representations, methods have been devised to
operationalize their level of development and integration so that this psychoanalytic concept can
be incorporated into research, including in assessing psychotherapeutic outcomes. The Object
Relations Inventory (Blatt, et al 1996), which asks for spontaneous descriptions of the self and
others, is one such method of assessment. Various scales have been devised to measure
dimensions of the object representation as conveyed through these spontaneous descriptions.
Differentiation and Relatedness
One consideration in assessing the quality of object relational representation is the degree
to which self and other are both differentiated and related. Representations of self and other are
thought to follow two separate but related developmental lines, namely one of self-definition and
identity and another for the capacity to establish interpersonal relationships (Blatt, 1995; 2008).
These lines are mutually influential and together form the basis of personality and psychological
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functioning. In normal personality development, an increasingly differentiated, integrated and
positively valenced self evolves in tandem with an increasing capacity to establish attuned,
realistically satisfying, and reciprocal interpersonal relationships, leading to the creation of new
representational structures of self and other in relation (Blatt, 2004). Inconsistencies and negative
experiences in early care-giving interactions, though, can compromise the ability of
differentiated and integrated schemas to form, thus limiting possibilities for psychological
development (Blatt, 1995). For the ORI, the degree to which self and other are differentiated and
related can be measured using the Differentiation and Relatedness Scale (DR, Diamond, et al.
2010).
The DR Scale
The ten-point DR scale can measure the degree to which representations accessed by the
ORI are differentiated and related. The scale that measures differentiation starts with a
compromise of boundaries between self and other, moves through mirroring (that is, seeing the
self and other as extensions of each other), to unmodulated idealization or denigration, to
oscillation between these extremes in the same representation, to higher levels that indicate
increased tolerance for ambivalence, and demonstrate greater integration of disparate qualities.
In measuring relatedness, the scale starts at the low end with a feeling of being controlled by an
all-bad other to a unidirectional representation of relationships, to expressions of mutuality. At
higher levels, expressions of empathic reciprocity are apparent, with the highest levels
demonstrating an awareness of one’s role in complex relationship in which one’s perceptions and
meaning-making affect not only one’s experience of the relationship, but the description of it as
well (Diamond, et al. 2010). Though the scale points are not considered equidistant from each
other, higher scale points are meant to indicate higher degrees of mental health, with a score of 6
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considered a prerequisite for normal psychological and interpersonal functioning (Diamond,
personal communication).
The Present Study
This study is rooted in an acknowledgment of the inherent disruptive and creative force
of sexuality, and the related challenge of integrating sexual desires, behaviors, and attitudes into
a (reasonably) coherent sense of a sexual identity. Translating visceral experiences (e.g. arousal,
affect) into a more abstract concept of sexual identity could be particularly challenging for
bisexual individuals in a world of dichotomous sexual identity categories, offering limited
acknowledgment of bisexual desire or identity.
Since female sexuality has been shown to be less category-specific and more fluid than
male sexuality (which has generally been regarded as the norm), one could argue that women
face particular challenges representing themselves as sexual beings, including around how
desires, relationships, identity labels, and self-concept get negotiated and reconciled, or not. In
this sample in particular, being a group of women who either cannot or will not follow social
expectation and limit their sexual desire and behavior to one sex (and who present themselves for
a study), the many streams of influence of sexuality could be especially challenging to negotiate
in forming a coherent sense of oneself as a sexual being. The literature review attempted to
delineate and describe these various influences.
This study seeks to contribute a greater understanding of dimensions of within-group
variability in a sample of bisexual women with the ultimate goal of considering the unconscious
and intrapsychic life – and quality of internal representations in particular – in women’s
formulations of their sexual identities.

40

To examine how the level of integration of object representations relates to internal
processes tapped in a discussion of important objects and one’s sexuality, the level of
differentiation and relatedness (DR) of object relations will be compared to computerized
measures of the referential process (RA, Reflection, Disfluency, and covariations of these
measures) applied to the text of the Object Relations Inventory descriptions of self, self as sexual
being, mother, and father, as well as to the text of the interview in which women discuss their
sexual identities.
It is hypothesized that the quality of language (as captured by these measures) will differ
according to level of DR of the object relation. Given the load on integration capacities in such a
discussion, particularly for this sample, it is hypothesized that a more complex object
representation will allow for more evocative expression, as opposed to resulting in dissociation
between the symbolic and subsymbolic systems. A capacity to both immerse and reflect would
allow such material to be expressed and reflected on in a meaningful way that could solidify or
enhance one’s sense of identity.
Specifically, this study hypothesizes that level of differentiation and relatedness (DR)
will have a positive relationship with level of Referential Activity (which from this point on will
be called WRAD, to represent the weighted dictionary from which it is derived and which will
be explained further in the next chapter). Given the function of integrated object relations, it is
believed that a more complex internal representation will allow for greater connection between
subsymbolic and symbolic processing, without pathological dissociation between the two. This
relationship is predicted in both the object relational descriptions and in the interviews. Higher
levels of differentiation and relatedness of the object representations (DR) are predicted to be
associated with the ability for greater engagement in the potentially destabilizing topic of
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sexuality, represented in comparably vivid, immersive, and specific language. Lower levels of
DR are expected to be associated with language that is more vague, diffuse, and distant in
descriptions of important objects and one’s sexual identity. In measuring WRAD in the
interview, a challenge arose. The interview provides too large a piece of text to take a
meaningful measurement of WRAD, as high and low WRAD segments could ultimately cancel
each other out. Instead, for the interview text, measurements of the mean of WRAD when it is
high (above .5), as well as the proportion of speech in the interview that shows high WRAD
(above .5) were used for this calculation. These values are represented as MHW and HWP,
respectively.
Level of differentiation and relatedness is also predicted to be in an inverse relationship
with the covariation of WRAD and Reflection. This covariation is seen as a measurement of the
referential process, showing how level of immersion (WRAD) and degree of thought about what
is being said (Reflection) relate across a piece of text. The covariation is expected to be negative,
showing an ability to both immerse and then reflect. More complex object representations are
here hypothesized to be associated with this ability. In psychotherapy research, sessions
considered to be “effective” show a negative covariation between WRAD and Reflection (Bucci,
1999).
The next three hypotheses are exploratory due to the limited research thus far using these
linguistic measures. The relationship between level of differentiation and relatedness will be
examined alongside the covariation of WRAD and Disfluency of speech, disfluency of speech
alone, and level of reflection. These measurements will be discussed further in the next chapter.
These research questions examine linguistic processes, rather than content. The content
of the text will be considered in a qualitative examination that will follow from these quantitative
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results to both illuminate patterns of relationships between DR and linguistic measures, as well
as to highlight important themes that emerge in the interviews, particularly around qualities of an
integrated or diffuse sexual identity.
The examined content for each participant will comprise of two different categories of
text: descriptions provided on the Object Relations Inventory (ORI) and a semi-structured
interview. Both measures will be discussed in more detail in the next chapter. In brief, the ORI
consists of participants’ descriptions of the self, self as sexual being, mother, and father. The
semi-structured interview is a discussion participants engaged in about their sexual identity,
including important shifts over the previous year.
Given the above, the study will examine the following:
1. Relationship between WRAD and DR in ORIs and Interviews
Hypothesis 1: There will be a positive correlation between DR and WRAD in the ORIs (A i-iv)
and Interviews (B v-xii).
Rationale: A more complex object representation could be associated with a greater connection
between the symbolic and subsymbolic systems in a discussion of the potentially destabilizing
topic of sexuality. Less complex object representations could be associated with a defensive
dissociation between the two systems.
A. ORIs
i. Positive correlation between WRAD of Self ORI and DR of Self
ii. Positive correlation between WRAD of Self as Sexual Being (SASB) ORI and DR of Self
as Sexual Being
iii. Positive correlation between WRAD of Mother ORI and DR of Mother
iv. Positive correlation between WRAD of Father ORI and DR of Father
B. Interviews
v. Positive correlation between HWP of Interview and DR of Self
vi. Positive correlation between HWP of Interview and DR of SASB
vii. Positive correlation between HWP of Interview and DR of Mother
viii. Positive correlation between HWP of Interview and DR of Father
ix. Positive correlation between MHW of Interview and DR of Self
x. Positive correlation between MHW of Interview and DR of SASB
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xi. Positive correlation between MHW of Interview and DR of Mother
xii. Positive correlation between MHW of Interview and DR of Father
2. Relationship between Covariation of Reflection and WRAD to DR in the ORIs and
Interviews
Hypothesis 2: There will be a negative correlation between Ref/WRAD Covariation and DR
level in ORIs (A i-iv) and in Interviews (B v-viii)
Rationale: Since a more complex object representation is thought to allow for a dynamic
relationship between affect regulation and cognition, a higher DR score should be associated
with a negative covariation between Reflection and WRAD, showing an ability to immerse
affectively and then reflect. A lower DR score would be associated with a less clear delineation
between moments of emotional immersion and those of reflection.
A. ORIs
i.
ii.
iii.
iv.

Negative correlation between Ref/WRAD of Self ORI and DR of Self
Negative correlation between Ref/WRAD of SASB ORI and DR of SASB
Negative correlation between Ref/WRAD of Mother ORI and DR of Mother
Negative correlation between Ref/WRAD of Father ORI and DR of Father

B. Interviews
v.
vi.
vii.
viii.

Negative correlation between Ref/WRAD of Interview and DR of Self
Negative correlation between Ref/WRAD of Interview and DR of SASB
Negative correlation between Ref/WRAD of Interview and DR of Mother
Negative correlation between Ref/WRAD of Interview and DR of Father

3. Relationship between Covariaton of Disfluency and WRAD to DR in the ORIs and
Interviews.
Exploratory Hypothesis 3: The relationship between DF/WRAD Covariation and DR in ORIs (A
i-iv) and Interviews (B v-viii) will be investigated in an exploratory manner:
Rationale: The covariation between Disfluency and WRAD has not been studied extensively and
will be considered in an exploratory way. It is thought generally to be negative, as more
immersive or narrative language is generally associated with more fluent speech.
A. ORIs
i.
ii.
iii.
iv.

Correlation between DF/WRAD of Self ORI and DR of Self
Correlation between DF/WRAD of SASB ORI and DR of SASB
Correlation between DF/WRAD of Mother ORI and DR of Mother
Correlation between DF/WRAD of Father ORI and DR of Father
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B. Interviews
v. Correlation between DF/WRAD of Interview and DR of Self
vi. Correlation between DF/WRAD of Interview and DR of SASB
vii. Correlation between DF/WRAD of Interview and DR of Mother
viii. Correlation between DF/WRAD of Interview and DR of Father
4. Relationship between Reflection and DR in the ORIs and Interviews
Exploratory Hypothesis 4: The relationship between Reflection and DR in the ORIs and
Interviews will be investigated in an exploratory manner.
Rationale: This relationship between DR and Reflection will be examined in an exploratory
fashion to examine how object relational level and language indicating a process of reflection
will be related. Higher DR levels may be associated with the ability to achieve enough affective
containment to reflect, but lower DR levels could also be associated with higher Reflection as
such cognitive language could indicate a defensive disconnection from affect.
A. ORIs
i. Correlation between Reflection of Self and DR of Self
ii. Correlation between Reflection of SASB and DR of SASB
iii. Correlation between Reflection of Mother and DR of Mother
iv. Correlation between Reflection of Father and DR of Father
B. Interviews
v. Correlation between Reflection of Interview and DR of Self
vi. Correlation between Reflection of Interview and DR of SASB
vii. Correlation between Reflection of Interview and DR of Mother
viii. Correlation between Reflection of Interview and DR of Father
5. Relationship between Disfluency (DF) and DR in the ORIs and Interviews
Exploratory Hypothesis 5: Relationship between DF and DR in the ORIs and Interviews will be
investigated in an exploratory manner.
Rationale: Disfluency and DR levels will be examined together to see if object relational level is
related to the fluency of speech.
A. ORIs
i. Correlation between Disfluency of Self and DR of Self
ii. Correlation between Disfluency of SASB and DR of SASB
iii. Correlation between Disfluency of Mother and DR of Mother
iv. Correlation between Disfluency of Father and DR of Father
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B. Interviews
v. Correlation between Disfluency of Interview and DR of Self
vi. Correlation between Disfluency of Interview and DR of SASB
vii. Correlation between Disfluency of Interview and DR of Mother
viii. Correlation between Disfluency of Interview and DR of Father

46

Chapter 2
METHODS
Overview
The data was collected in a longitudinal, mixed-methods study that reassessed data
collected in 2008 from 51 women (with follow-up N=40), ages 26-36, who identify as “dually
attracted” (i.e. attracted to both men and women) and who have been sexually active with both
sexes. Follow-up assessment occurred 12-14 months after baseline assessments, and were
completed by January 2010. This study will only be using data from the follow-up collection.
Demographic information will be provided in the Results section. This study was approved by
the Institutional Review Board of the City University of New York.
Procedure
Recruitment and Compensation
Participants were recruited via a local newspaper and website, in which advertisements
were placed for women with “ongoing attractions to both women and men.” The word
“bisexual” was intentionally not used so as to obtain a representative sample of women with dual
attractions, many of whom might not identify as “bisexual.” Upon contacting the participants,
researchers conducted a screening to determine eligibility for the study. Participants had to
identify as biologically female, endorse attractions to both sexes, and report having been sexually
active with both sexes. Having met these criteria, participants were given the opportunity for a
baseline assessment. These assessments were conducted between July 2008 and January 2009.
Participants received $30 at baseline. All 51 participants in the baseline study agreed to be
contacted for future IRB-approved research and provided contact information for themselves and
an alternate contact person.
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These participants were then invited to participate in a voluntary, IRB-approved followup assessment 12 months after the completion of their baseline interview. In the event that study
staff could not reach the participant by phone, email, and/or mail, the alternate contact person
was contacted in order to obtain current contact information for the participant, without
disclosing the nature of the study to the alternate contact. Contact was successfully established
with 43 of the original participants, of which 40 agreed to participate. Follow-up assessments
were conducted between July 2009 and January 2010. Participants received an additional $30 for
participation in the follow-up study.
Consent Process
All participants were asked to provide informed, written consent before being included in
the study sample. Consent materials provided participants with a brief, written description of the
study, and outlined their rights as research participants. Participants indicated their consent to
participate by signing the consent materials. After consent was given, participants proceeded to
complete the questionnaire packet, the contents of which are detailed below. This packet
required about 20 minutes to complete. After this packet was completed, participants participated
in the structured and semi-structured interviews (ORI, SERBAS, and Focused Interview, detailed
below), which required approximately 60-90 minutes.
Measures Used in the Present Study
Demographic form: A form describing each participant’s basic demographic information
(e.g. date of birth, place of birth, race/ethnicity, highest level of education achieved, type of
employment, and current relationship status).
Focused Interview: The focused interview (Merton et al, 1990) is an open-ended yet
guided individual interview that obtains a factual report of experienced events while also probing
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for the subjective meaning that participants attach to these experiences. In this study, the focused
interview was used to assess the meaning that participants attach to their sexualities,
relationships, experiences of community support or stigma, and experiences of change over time
in these domains, as well as the level of conflict manifested with regard to these themes. Typical
questions asked in each interview can be found in the Focused Interview Guide (see Appendix).
The questions focused on intrapsychic, relational, and sociocultural factors related to experiences
of bisexuality.
These Focused Interviews were conducted at Time 1 and Time 2. This study used
interviews from Time 2 exclusively. During the Time 2 interviews, interviewers asked
participants to reflect on changes from their Time 1 interviews, which were reviewed before each
interview. Changes or stability since Time 1 in sexuality, relationship status, sexual attractions,
and other related issues were queried, asking for participants’ reflections on change or lack of
change in these domains.
The Time 2 interviews were conducted by three trained doctoral student clinicians, one of
whom was the principal investigator of the study (who also conducted Time 1 interviews), and
another of whom is this writer. Practice interviews were tape-recorded and reviewed by the
principal investigator, with further training provided if necessary before study interviews were
conducted.
Object Relations Inventory (ORI): The ORI (Blatt, Stayner, Auerbach, & Behrends,
1996) is an open-ended interview used to assess aspects of mental representations by evaluating
the structure and content of spontaneous descriptions of self and others. In the present study,
there were four queries: (1) Describe yourself, (2) Describe yourself as a sexual being, (3)
Describe your mother, and (4) Describe your father. The description of the self as a sexual being
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(2) was added to the three standard prompts for the purposes of this study and a scoring manual
was developed by this writer for this item (see Appendix).
Responses to the three standard ORI prompts were scored using the DifferentiationRelatedness scale (Diamond et al., 2010), a ten-point scale that assesses the level of rigidity,
complexity time-perspective, sense of agency and autonomy, and relatedness and reciprocity
apparent in the description of self and other. The scale measures the degree to which internal
representations of self and other achieve an integrated and individuated sense of self alongside an
empathic and attuned mode of interpersonal relatedness. It also measures the degree to which
ambiguity and ambivalence can be tolerated without leading to destabilization and the use of
primitive defenses.
On this scale, scores of differentiation-relatedness range from a lack of basic
differentiation between self and other (1) to an integrated and reciprocally related sense of self
and other in an acknowledged co-constructed relationship (10). A score of one, indicative of a
compromised boundary between self and other, is assigned to responses that lack a basic level of
physical cohesion or integrity of representation. A score of two, indicating self-other boundary
confusion, is assigned to responses in which representations of self and other are depicted as
physically intact and separate, though feelings and thoughts are described without differentiation
or definition. A score of three, indicating self-other mirroring, is assigned to responses in which
characteristics of self and other are depicted as identical. A score of four, indicating self-other
idealization or denigration, is given to responses in which a tenuous attempt is made to
consolidate unmodulated representations, apparent in descriptions that are extreme, exaggerated
and polarized. A score of five, indicating semi-differentiation, is assigned to responses that show
dramatic oscillation between opposing and unmodulated extremes, indicating the use of
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polarization to stabilize a tenuous cohesion of self and other. A score of six, indicating an
emergent, ambivalent constancy of self and sense of relatedness, is assigned to responses that
show a hesitant, equivocal, or ambivalent attempt to integrate representations of self and other,
marked by descriptions that lack distinctive qualities and could be banal or stereotyped. A score
of seven, indicating a consolidated and stable sense of self and others, is given to responses in
which thoughts, feelings, and needs are presented as differentiated and modulated, showing an
increased tolerance for disparate aspects of self and other. A score of eight, indicating cohesive,
individuated, empathically related self and others, is assigned to descriptions that describe
greater reciprocity between self and other, clear defining characteristics showing a sense of
identity, and an understood connection between behavior and context. A score of nine, indicating
an integrative, unfolding self and other in reciprocal relationships, is given to responses that
demonstrate a cohesive sense of self and other in relationships that can be mutually influential
and continuously unfolding. Finally, a score of ten, indicating creative constructions of self and
other in empathic, reciprocally attuned relationships, is assigned to responses that acknowledge
one’s contribution to the construction of meaning in relationships.
The ORI description of oneself as a sexual being that was elicited in this study was
scored according to a manual written expressly for this purpose, the ORI-SASB (DeMille, 2012).
This system takes into account scoring criteria from the original ORI manual and adapts these
score points to the description of this particular representation, taking into account the degree to
which one’s sexual self is differentiated from and related to other aspects of one’s identity. The
manual can be found in the Appendix. Brief examples, however, will be offered here to illustrate
the scale points.
•

Low (DR = 5): I am bisexual. I like guys and girls. Not the same, though.
Like I probably wouldn’t have like a girlfriend. I was married to a man
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though for 5 years so I probably would have a boyfriend again which I did
[not?] have since my divorce. But girls I like to fool around with, mess
around with like you know [not?] bring home to my family, my girlfriend
or hold hands or like that. So I like men more than girls, but the same
really. (Participant 29)
•

Medium (DR=6): I think I'm pretty open sexually. I enjoy sex. I'm not
embarrassed about it. I enjoy being around people who are open about it as
well. I think I'm a sensual person. I enjoy the senses and you know all
aspects of that, sexual and non. And I now I'm in a committed relationship
and I feel satisfied with our sexual relationship. (Participant 47)

•

High (DR=8): Fluid would be the first thing that comes to mind. Not in the
sense of me being like well you know complete, like it doesn’t matter or
anything, it just means that who or what I’m attracted to changes a lot. I
think it depends on the person more than anything fixed like gender or a
particular look. My sexuality is definitely linked to my imagination; very
strongly so. Let me see what else? There are many layers of ways of being
sexual that I can relate to. (Participant 35)

Inter-rater reliability for the Differentiation-Relatedness scale has been found to be .83
(Stayner, 1994). For the present study, the two raters achieved a similar level of reliability
(Kappa=.81).
Referential Activity (RA): Referential activity (RA) measures a person’s ability to assign
words to nonverbal experience (Bucci, 2001). Bucci has developed systematic procedures for
assessing RA in language. RA can be reliably hand-scored by trained judges using four rating
scales based on the referential process as outlined by Bucci (1997). RA scales evaluate
concreteness, imagery, specificity, and clarity of speech.
1. Concreteness is based on the degree of perceptual or sensory quality in speech.
2. Specificity relates to the quantity of details in the description of events, people, etc.
3. Clarity refers to the clarity of the image as revealed by language.
4. Imagery relates to the degree to which the language used inspires a corresponding
experience in the reader or listener.
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These scales are further elaborated upon in the RA scoring manual (Bucci, Kabasakalian &
group, 1992).
Eventually, computerized measures designed according to the above principles were
developed. First, CRA was developed by Mergenthaler and Bucci (1999). This system was
comprised of two dictionaries that contained 181 word types, one set of which were considered
indicative of “high” RA and the other “low.” This measure has been used in many research
studies (Bucci, 2002). A subsequent computerized measure to score RA, Bucci and Maskit’s
Discourse Attribute Analysis Program (DAAP) models RA and other linguistic qualities and will
be used in this study. DAAP compares words to various thematic dictionaries to compute its
data. In addition, DAAP has the ability to smooth data over the words of a text or over time. This
data can then be graphed to see how language changes over a block of text, or to compare
different dictionaries to each other. To measure RA, the DAAP compares each word of a chosen
text with the words contained in the Weighted Referential Activity Dictionary (WRAD), which
was developed to more reliably replicate judges’ scoring by assigning words weights based on
how well they correlated with texts deemed by judges to indicate high or low referential activity.
Details of this weighing procedure can be found in Bucci & Maskit (2006). The dictionary
includes 697 words that cover 85% of the words in the text that was used to build the measure.
The WRAD has weights lying between -1 (for words most common in Low RA speech), and +1
(for words most common in high RA speech) (Bucci and Maskit, 2006). This dictionary has been
normalized so that an average WRAD weight of zero corresponds to the neutral RA score of
0.50.
To develop the WRAD, trained judges used the four RA scales (concreteness, clarity,
specificity, and imagery) to score a set of sample texts. The sample texts included monologues,
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early memories, portions of analytic sessions, and responses on the Thematic Apperception Test
(TAT). Each of the assigned scale scores ranged from 0 to 10 and the average of these scores
yielded an overall RA score (modeled by the WRAD). The judges achieved inter-rater reliability
of at least 0.80 as measured by Cronbach’s alpha. RA ratings for both clinical and non-clinical
populations were used to develop the WRAD. Data indicate that the processes involved in RA
are distinct from verbal and non-verbal abilities as measured by standard intelligence and fluency
tests (Bucci, 1984).
Mean High WRAD (MHW): This measure represents the extent to which WRAD rises
above the neutral level of .5, indicating how high WRAD gets when it is high. High MHW
scores are interpreted as demonstrating a speaker’s immersion in a narrative. This variable is
calculated by DAAP.
High WRAD Proportion (HWP): This measure represents the proportion of words in a
text that are above the neutral .5 level, capturing a sustained higher level of RA. A text segment
showing HWP is likely to be a narrative, such as a story or memory. This variable is calculated
by DAAP.
Reflection: The presence of words indicating a process of reflection can be measured
using the Reflection dictionary as part of the DAAP application. This dictionary was designed by
Maskit and two other judges (Bucci & Maskit, 2006) in order to recognize speech about
communicating thoughts or the process of thinking. A reliability score of .80 was attained among
the three judges in identifying items for the dictionary. The dictionary contains words relating to
cognitive or logical functions (e.g. “assume,” “think,” “plan”) or entities (e.g. “reason,” “cause,”
“consequence”), problems or failures of cognitive or logical functions (e.g. “confuse,”), complex
verbal communicative functions (e.g. “comment,” “convince,” “argue”), and features of mental
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functioning (“creative,” “logical”).
Disfluency: In DAAP, the Disfluency dictionary consists of six words associated with a
struggle to communicate: “kind,” “well,” “like,” “mean,” “know,” and “mm,” the latter of which
is used to represent all occurrences of “um,” “uh,” “hmmm,” and related utterances. DAAP
performs a special function to disambiguate the first five of these words to make distinctions
between different uses of the word, such as “I know that,” and “Well, you know, I, uh…,” only
the latter of which would be considered an incidence of disfluency. DAAP also counts repeated
words, repeated two word phrases, and incomplete words as disfluencies. A higher level of
disfluency could indicate the arousal phase of the referential process (Kingsley, 2009), and is
associated with cognitive load and speech planning (Bortfield, Leon, Bloom, Schober, &
Brennan, 2001). There is evidence that Disfluency is a trait variable (Murphy, et al., 2011).
Ref/WRAD covariation: Calculated by DAAP, this measurement is the calculation of how
WRAD and Reflection covary over a block of text. While the meaning of this covariation is still
being explored, it is believed that the covariation tends to be negative, indicating inverse levels
of WRAD and Reflection in a piece of text: when a speaker is reflecting, immersion is lower,
and when a speaker is narrating or immersed in a story, reflection is lower. Several studies have
confirmed a negative correlation between the two measures (Murphy, 2012; Murphy, et al.,
2011; Kingsley, 2009). A negative covariation of Ref/WRAD is considered a mark of the
Referential Process: immersion followed by reflection. A positive covariation could indicate a
less contained narrative process (Bucci, personal communication).
DF/WRAD covariation: Calculated by DAAP, this measurement is the calculation of how
Disfluency and WRAD covary over a block of text. This covariation is currently being used in an
exploratory fashion so its meaning cannot currently be stated with confidence. Generally, the
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covariation is thought to be negative as higher WRAD tends to be fluent, but if it is positive
could indicate fluently discussing something abstract or, conversely, struggling to tell a story
(Murphy, personal communication).
In order to obtain the preceding measurements, the writer formatted the 40 interview
transcripts in accordance with the rules required by DAAP software in order to be read (see
Maskit and Bucci, 2009), before running them through the DAAP program.
Measures Completed by Study Participants, Not Used Statistically in the Present Study
Sexual Risk Behavior Assessment Schedule (SERBAS): The SERBAS (Meyer-Bahlburg,
Ehrhardt, Exner, & Gruen, 1991) is semi-structured interview that assesses sexual identity;
sexual behavior; Kinsey ratings of sexual attractions, fantasies, and erotica; and important sexual
life events (such as sexual abuse).
Brief Symptom Inventory (BSI): The BSI (Deragatis, 1975) is a 53-item self-report
measure that assesses symptoms of psychological distress and their intensity, using a 5-point
Likert scale to measure symptoms at a specific point in time.
Experiences in Close Relationships (ECR): The ECR (Brennan, Clark, & Shaver, 1998)
is a 36-item self-report measure designed to assess attachment-related avoidance and anxiety in
adults’ romantic relationships using a 7-point Likert response scale.
Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (RSES): The RSES (Rosenberg, 1989) is a 10-item selfreport measure of self-esteem that uses a 4-item Likert response scale.
Positive and Negative Affect Scale (PANAS): The PANAS (Watson, Clark, & Tellegen,
1988) is a 20-item self-report measure of psychological adjustment that assesses the degree to
which positive and negative affects were experience over the past week, using a 5-point Likert
response scale.
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Need for Closure Scale (NFCS): The NFCS (Webster & Kruglanski, 1994) is a 47-item
self-report measure that assesses ambiguity tolerance and the need for cognitive closure in a wide
variety of life situations, using a 6-point Likert response scale.
Sampling of Interviews for Qualitative Analysis
Interviews will be analyzed for two different purposes and will be selected accordingly.
This analysis is intended to add texture to the quantitative findings, as well as to identify themes
that are relevant to the study sample, and whose quality may vary according to level of
differentiation-relatedness. Therefore, the qualitative analysis has a primary and a secondary
purpose: primarily, the qualitative analysis will be used to illuminate any relationship between
level of differentiation-relatedness and linguistic measures, and secondarily, the qualitative
analysis will uncover themes relevant to bisexual identity, particularly around aspects of identity
integration and diffusion. For the primary purpose, interview selection will be based on
quantitative results. For the secondary purpose, all 40 interviews will be analyzed qualitatively.
Close familiarity with the entire sample is a necessary condition for a more complete
understanding of the interviews selected for the first purpose, as well. The results of both
analyses will be reported in Qualitative Findings chapter.
Because the quantitative results will guide the selection procedure for the first qualitative
analysis, an a priori description of the selection process is not possible but will be specified in
the discussion of the findings. Examples of how quantitative data could determine interview
selection would be: selecting ORI descriptions to examine based on high/low DR and high/low
WRAD, or examining interviews that have high/low WRAD levels and whose subjects had
high/low DR scores. In the event that there are no significant quantitative findings, a qualitative
examination will be driven by explaining the scatter of these variables in the sample.
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Qualitative analysis will be informed by Gilligan et al.’s Listening Guide (2003), a
description of which and rationale for this selection follows.
Listening Guide Method for Qualitative Analysis
Given the theoretical frameworks informing the study, and the nature of sexuality, a
qualitative method that acknowledges complexity, paradox, and multiplicity is needed in order to
best serve the data. Gilligan et al.’s Listening Guide (2003), rooted in relational psychology, was
developed with an appreciation of the “layered nature of the psyche,” and as a means of
accessing “the interplay between self and relationship, psyche and culture” (p. 169). Attending to
the multitude of voices apparent in speech is consonant with the object relational ideas that
inform this research, such as the importance of examining how well integrated different
“voices,” or aspects of the self, might be. This method’s acknowledgment of the cultural milieu
in which participants are speaking is particularly relevant for a study involving those with a
sexual minority identity.
On a pragmatic level, this method provides a framework that can account for multiple
meanings in one piece of text, rather than limiting one piece of text to one code. It is more in line
with clinical listening than many other qualitative coding paradigms, and the series of
“listenings” that this method requires is based on the idea that “the psyche, like voice, is
contrapuntal (not monotonic) so that simultaneous voices are co-occurring. These voices may be
in tension with one another, with the self, with the voices of others with whom the person is in
relationship, and the culture or context within which the person lives” (p. 159). Attention to the
“voice” that emerges in the text over a series of readings is emphasized over categorizing or
quantifying.
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The Listening Guide method of qualitative analysis is particularly suited to “discovery
research” for the generation of new research questions through the focus on individual voices.
This method is suited to this topic due to the paucity of intragroup research on bisexuality, and
this study’s exploratory application of empirical psychoanalytic measures to the topic of
bisexuality.
The sequence of steps of this method are listed and described below. The method,
however, provides a framework and guiding principles for analysis rather than strict rules, and
each step is intended to be implemented in a manner that suits the project and data. The steps
below would be applied to a passage of text from a larger interview; an example of their
application is given.
Step one: Listening to the plot and to the listener’s response to interview
During the first “listening” or reading, a reader attends to the plot of the passage
(potentially in light of material in the rest of the interview) as well as to one’s responses to it,
which are analogous to countertransference.
The following short excerpt was selected from the first interview in the sample of 40 and
will be used to illustrate the method. Here the participant, a 27 year-old Asian-American woman,
answers a question about what – if any – term she uses to describe her sexual identity:
I guess I would say, like, “bisexual.” I don’t really like that word so much,
but the concept of it is what I feel like I am. But something like – that word is
– I don’t know what I would label myself. I really feel like I’m attracted to
people – kind of more as a person more than depending on their gender. I
don’t think I ever really came to a point where I decided I am bisexual or
something. I think I just like slowly realized that I was attracted to different
kinds of people. There was never a moment when I like came out or like
decided or something. I think it just was always that way. I think I always
knew I was attracted to men and women. My whole life.
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Plot: The participant over the course of the interview describes support around her
sexuality from people in her life. For instance, earlier in the interview she identifies her
anarchist politics as causing more strife with her mother than her sexuality does. In the above
passage, she highlights a distinction between an identity label and the idea that it captures,
feeling more comfortable with the latter. She emphasizes her attraction to “people” instead of
one particular gender. Regarding her sexual identity development, she poses it as an organic
process arising from being attuned to her attractions. She contrasts this process to a more
decisive and public proclamation of a sexual minority status.
Response: In this short passage, the participant poses her sexuality as resistant to
categories, such as sexual identity labels and gender distinctions. I find myself wondering about
her experience of realizing that she was attracted to both men and women, and her process
around this recognition. Was this process – both internally and in her wider context – as easy as
she suggests? Is there any significance to the difference in how she describes her awareness of
dual attractions as something that she both “slowly realized” and also “always knew?” This
distinction might suggest a cognitive process and recognition that had to in some way catch up to
a more visceral “knowing” about her sexuality. I am left wondering if this process was more
complicated than she suggests, and about her possible reasons for portraying it as she does.
Step two: “I poems”
In this step, the reader listens to the first person voice of the speaker: the way in which
the speaker is talking about herself. To facilitate this reading, the reader constructs an “I poem,”
as termed by Debold (1990).
Two rules govern the generation of “I poems:” first, each first-person “I” within the
selected passage is highlighted along with the following verb and any relevant words that follow,
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and then, the sequence of these phrases is preserved as a string of first-person phrases is
assembled. A main objective of the “I poem” is to highlight a more associative voice in the text
that might not be as apparent in the framework of a full sentence.
I guess
I would say
I don’t really like
I feel
I am
I don’t know
I would label
I really feel
I’m attracted to people
I don’t think
I ever really came to a point
I decided
I am bisexual
I think
I just like slowly realized
I was attracted
I like came out or like decided
I think
I think
I always knew
I was attracted
Step three: Listening for contrapuntal voices
The first two listenings provide a necessary background for the third step, in which
different strands of the interview are related back to the research question. The passage is read
two or more times, each time attempting to identify one component of the story, or one “voice.”
This step is pragmatically carried out by underlining the voice to which one is attending. One
piece of text may be underlined multiple times, as it could take on a different meaning in each
different “voice.”

61

The first identifiable voice is one of self-assertion and self-knowledge. The speaker is
confident in her statements about her sexual self and speaks with emphasis (“really,” “always,”
“My whole life,” etc.):
I guess I would say, like, bisexual. I don’t really like that word so much, but
the concept of it is what I feel like I am. But something like – that word is – I
don’t know what I would label myself. I really feel like I’m attracted to people
– kind of more as a person more than depending on their gender. I don’t think I
ever really came to a point where I decided I am bisexual or something. I think
I just like slowly realized that I was attracted to different kinds of people.
There was never a moment when I like came out or like decided or something.
I think it just was always that way. I think I always knew I was attracted to
men and women. My whole life.
Another identifiable voice raises some doubt about the certain voice, and brings in
statements of negation, suggesting ways in which the speaker stabilizes her identity through
contrast, or makes tentative steps to describing her identity through saying what she “is not.”
I guess I would say like bisexual. I don’t really like that word so much, but
the concept of it is what I feel like I am. But something like – that word is – I
don’t know what I would label myself. I really feel like I’m attracted to
people – kind of more as a person more than depending on their gender. I
don’t think I ever really came to a point where I decided I am bisexual or
something. I think I just like slowly realized that I was attracted to different
kinds of people. There was never a moment when I like came out or like
decided or something. I think it just was always that way. I think I always
knew I was attracted to men and women. My whole life.
Step four: Composing an analysis
The minimum of four listenings thus far are used to generate an analysis based on what
has been learned from each listening, in light of the research question. This method allows for a
modification of the research question should the listenings warrant such a revision. The type of
analysis called for in this step would necessitate an examination of the whole interview, rather
than the short selection used here for illustrative purposes. In a study such as this one, in which
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multiple subjects’ interviews comprise the data, analyses may be examined in relation to one
another, and the similarity and differences of emerging themes noted.
Even this short bit of text, however, is suggestive of themes that might emerge
throughout the interview and that an analysis could further explore. Themes of resistance and
authenticity, visceral experiences versus linguistic and social categories, and ways of knowing
about one’s sexuality emerged. The listenings raised questions about this speaker’s internal
process and the context in which she has developed as a sexual being. These are voices that are
noteworthy in their absence.
Plan for Data Analysis
1. Calculating DR and DAAP measures
The 40 interviews will be scored for level of Differentiation and Relatedness on the four
Object Relations Inventory items. Two coders who have achieved reliability on the measure will
score the data, compare their results, and reach consensus.
To obtain linguistic measures using DAAP software, the author will format each
transcript according to special rules (Maskit and Bucci, 2009) and enter the transcripts into
DAAP, which then will measure the linguistic processes examined in the current study.
2.

Correlation
Using SPSS (a statistical analysis software program), a Pearson product-moment

correlation coefficient will be calculated using the above data, and the degree of linear
dependence will be noted. In the event that the data is irregularly distributed, a Spearman rank
correlation will be used to measure the relationship.
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Chapter 3
QUANTITATIVE RESULTS
This section provides demographic information about the sample, descriptive statistics about the
study variables, results for the five hypotheses proposed, and an analysis of variance of linguistic
properties of the four ORI items.
Demographic Characteristics of the Sample
Forty (out of the original fifty) women returned for the Time 2 phase of the study from
which data for the current study was obtained. The demographic characteristics of the sample are
reported in Table 1, and some will be highlighted below.
The age of the participants ranged from 27 to 37 (M=30.8; SD=3.1). Half of the
participants identified as bisexual (50%), some identified as straight (17.5%), and one participant
identified as lesbian (2.5%). Almost one third of the sample (30%) eschewed a listed sexual
identity label. These participants were then queried, and they provided a variety of explanations
for not choosing one of these terms including disliking “labels,” dislike of the term “bisexual,” or
identifying with an identity better described by the word “queer.”
Half (50%) of the participants said they were single, 27.5% were dating (with this
number about evenly split between dating men and women), 20% were in a committed
partnership, including marriage, and one participant (2.5%) was involved with multiple
relationships. Most of the participants (72.5%) were not living with a romantic partner.
The participants were diverse in terms of race and ethnicity, educational level, household
income, religious affiliation and degree of religiosity.
Strikingly, over half the sample (57.5%) reported a history of sexual abuse.
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Table 1. Demographic Characteristics of Sample (N=40)
Demographic Variable

M

SD

n (%)

Age

30.8

3.1

40 (100%)

Sexual Self-Identification at Time 2
Lesbian
Bisexual
Straight
Other

1 (2.5%)
20 (50%)
7 (17.5%)
12 (30%)

Current Relationship Status
Single
Girlfriend
Boyfriend
Committed partnership/Marriage/Civil Union
Multiple romantic relationships

20 (50%)
5 (12.5%)
6 (15%)
8 (20%)
1 (2.5%)

Living with Partner
Yes
No

11 (27.5%)
29 (72.5%)

Separated/divorced
Yes
No

5 (12.5%)
35 (97.5%)

History of Sexual Abuse
Yes
Before age 13
After age 13
Since Time 1
No

23 (57.5%)
14 (35%)
11 (27.5%)
3 (7.5%)
17 (42.5%)

Race/Ethnicity
White Non-Latina
Black/African-American/Caribbean Non-Latina
Latina/Hispanic
Asian (East/South/Southeast Asian)
Mixed Race

18 (45%)
7 (17.5%)
7 (17.5%)
4 (10%)
4 (10%)

Education (highest level obtained)
Graduate degree/some graduate school
4-year undergraduate degree
2-year undergraduate degree/some college
GED or below

2.9

1.3

40 (100%)
10 (25%)
17 (42.5%)
10 (25%)
3 (7.5%)
65

Demographic Variable

M

SD

n (%)

Current Employment
Full-time
Part-time
Unemployed

15 (37.5%)
13 (32.5%)
12 (30%)

Current Student
Yes
No

11 (27.5%)
29 (72.5%)

Religion
None
Christian: Total
Catholic
Protestant
Other
Jewish
Buddhist
Agnostic
Other

14 (35%)
12 (30%)
6 (15%)
3 (7.5%)
3 (7.5%)
2 (5%)
2 (5%)
3 (7.5%)
7 (17.5%)

Religiosity
Not at all
A little bit
Somewhat
Quite a bit
Very
Current Household Income
Under $10,000
$10,000-19,999
$20,000-29,999
$30,000-39,999
$40,000-49,999
$50,000-74,999
$75,000-99,999
$100,000-150,000
Over $150,000

2.9

.9
12 (30%)
8 (20%)
11 (27.5)
5 (12.5%)
4 (10%)
6 (15%)
5 (12.5%)
8 (20%)
7 (17.5%)
4 (10%)
4 (10%)
3 (7.5%)
2 (5%)
1 (2.5%)
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Descriptive Statistics
The distribution of study variables is show below in Table 2. The median ORI score for
each item was 6, which is considered the minimum level of differentiation and relatedness
needed for normal psychological and interpersonal functioning. In this sample, scores ranged
from 4 to 9. Calculations for the father ORI item are based on N=37 since three participants
refused to provide a father description. These three participants explained that they had never
met their fathers and did not have another paternal figure to describe. Yet in at least one of these
cases (Participant 5, whose interview will be further explored in the next chapter) it seemed that
the participant had met her father and had been sexually abused by him. The other two
participants evinced strong affect around representations of their fathers, one describing that
when she felt angry she wondered if she “got” her father’s reported “Caribbean rage,” and
another said, “I don’t want to open that door.” The interviewers, likely responding to cues from
these three participants, did not query their refusals enough to allow for scoring of this item.
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Table 2. Distribution of Variables (N=40)2
Variable
DR Self
DR SASB
DR Mother
DR Father

Mean
6.175
6.000
6.425
6.270

Median
6.000
6.000
6.000
6.000

SD
.71
.91
.78
.87

Skewness
.180
.218
.092
.762

Kurtosis
2.763
-.255
1.678
2.858

WRAD Self
WRAD SASB
WRAD Mother
WRAD Father

.4282
.4042
.4934
.5052

.4313
.3950
.4909
.5128

.04
.06
.05
.06

.437
-.549
.498
.253

1.150
2.624
1.003
.469

HWP Interview
MHW Interview

.2309
.0532

.2210
.0511

.09
.01

.176
2.343

-.752
9.299

Ref/WRAD Self
Ref/WRAD SASB
Ref/WRAD Mother
Ref/WRAD Father
Ref/WRAD Interview

-.1284
-.1533
-.3060
-.2485
-.2701

-.1346
-.2276
-.4192
-.2894
-.2612

.45
.42
.35
.39
.18

.508
.548
.878
.345
.250

-.503
-.300
-.072
-.308
-.801

DF/WRAD Self
DF/WRAD SASB
DF/WRAD Mother
DF/WRAD Father
DF/WRAD Interview

.0908
-.1044
-.1067
-.2097
-.0670

.0839
-.0462
.0963
-.2256
-.0636

.47
.46
.44
.46
.19

-.096
.270
.184
.366
.253

-.944
-.053
-.342
-.196
.154

Reflection Self
Reflection SASB
Reflection Mother
Reflection Father
Reflection Interview

.0799
.0894
.0741
.0717
.0859

.0771
.0880
.0761
.0722
.0839

.03
.03
.02
.02
.02

.506
2.117
-.062
.067
.268

.280
10.387
.165
-.094
-.787

Disfluency Self
Disfluency SASB
Disfluency Mother
Disfluency Father
Disfluency Interview

.0664
.0824
.0706
.0653
.0781

.0610
.0747
.0704
.0635
.0775

.03
.03
.03
.03
.02

1.030
1.870
.905
1.069
1.183

1.758
4.056
1.320
2.309
3.534

2

Calculations on the Father item on the ORI are based on N=37.
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Hypotheses
Below follow the results for the study’s five hypotheses. Since the condition for a normal
distribution within all study variables was not met, the non-parametric Spearman rank correlation
was used in this analysis.
Hypothesis 1: Relationship between DR and Referential Activity in ORIs and
Interviews
This study hypothesized a positive correlation between DR level and WRAD in the content of
the ORIs, and between DR and both MHW and HWP in the interviews. Contrary to this
prediction, these hypotheses were not supported. No correlation was found between DR and
WRAD for the content of the ORI speech samples (Table 3a). As for the relationship between
DR and HWP for the interviews, not only was the hypothesis of a positive relationship not
confirmed, but in fact for one ORI item score (self as sexual being) a significant relationship was
found in the opposite of the predicted direction (Table 3b). More strikingly, the hypothesis
predicting a positive relationship between DR and MHW was also not only disproven, but a
significant negative relationship was found for three of the four ORI DR scores (with the
exception of the father DR score.) (See Table 2c.) These unpredicted findings will be explored
through a qualitative focus in the following chapter and more generally in the Discussion
chapter.
Table 3a. Spearman’s rho Correlation Between DR and WRAD for ORIs

Self
Self as Sexual Being
Mother
Father

Correlation coefficient
.079
.168
.141
-.119

Sig. (2-tailed)
.627
.300
.385
.485

N
40
40
40
37

Table 3b. Spearman’s rho Correlation Between DR and HWP for Interviews

Self
Self as Sexual Being
Mother
Father

Correlation coefficient
-.214
-.410
-.208
-.201

Sig. (2-tailed)
.186
.009
.198
.232

N
40
40
40
37

Table 3c. Spearman’s rho Correlation Between DR and MHW for Interviews

Self
Self as Sexual Being
Mother
Father

Correlation coefficient
-.434
-.327
-.496
-.226

Sig. (2-tailed)
.005
.040
.001
.179

N
40
40
40
37
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Hypothesis 2: Relationship between DR and Reflection-WRAD Covariation in ORIs
and Interviews
A negative relationship between DR and Reflection-WRAD covariation in the ORIs and
Interviews was predicted. A significant relationship was not found between these variables in the
ORI descriptions (Table 4a). In the comparably more extended text of the interview, a
significant relationship in the predicted direction was found only for the DR level of the self
description. For the remaining three DR scores, no significant relationship was found (Table 4b).
Since a significant relationship was found for only one of the four DR scores, this result will be
interpreted with caution.
Table 4a. Spearman’s rho Correlation Between DR & Ref-WRAD Covariation for ORIs

Self
Self as Sexual Being
Mother
Father

Correlation coefficient
-.182
-.118
-.255
-.040

Sig. (2-tailed)
.260
.469
.113
.816

N
40
40
40
37

Table 4b. Spearman’s rho Correlation Between DR & Ref-WRAD Covariation for
Interviews

Self
Self as Sexual Being
Mother
Father

Correlation coefficient
-.399
-.239
-.240
-.218

Sig. (2-tailed)
.011
.137
.136
.194

N
40
40
40
37

Hypothesis 3: Relationship between DR and Disfluency-WRAD Covariation in the
ORIs and Interviews
The relationship between DR and Disfluency-WRAD Covariation was examined in an
exploratory manner. No significant relationships were found (Tables 5a and 5b).
Table 5a. Spearman’s rho Correlation Between DR and Disfluency-WRAD Covariation
for ORIs

Self
Self as Sexual Being
Mother
Father

Correlation coefficient
-.017
.165
.113
.255

Sig. (2-tailed)
.915
.309
.486
.128

N
40
40
40
37
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Table 5b. Spearman’s rho Correlation Between DR and Disfluency-WRAD Covariation
for Interviews

Self
Self as Sexual Being
Mother
Father

Correlation coefficient
-.170
-.128
.054
-.040

Sig. (2-tailed)
.293
.432
.742
.813

N
40
40
40
37

Hypothesis 4: Relationship between DR and Reflection in the ORIs and Interviews
The relationship between DR and Reflection in the ORIs and Interviews was examined in an
exploratory manner. No significant relationship was found between DR and Reflection in the
ORIs (Table 6a). A significant positive relationship was found between DR and Reflection in the
interviews for the DR scores of the self and self as sexual being items, but not for the mother and
father items (Table 6b).
Table 6a. Spearman’s rho Correlation Between DR and Reflection for ORIs

Self
Self as Sexual Being
Mother
Father

Correlation coefficient
.115
.053
.175
.189

Sig. (2-tailed)
.479
.747
.281
.262

N
40
40
40
37

Table 6b. Spearman’s rho Correlation Between DR and Reflection for Interviews
Self
Self as Sexual Being
Mother
Father

Correlation coefficient
.354
.357
.267
.209

Sig. (2-tailed)
.025
.024
.096
.214

N
40
40
40
37

Hypothesis 5: Relationship between DR and Disfluency in the ORIs and Interviews
The relationship between DR and Disfluency in the ORIs and Interviews was examined in an
exploratory manner. No significant relationships were found (Tables 7a, 7b).
Table 7a. Spearman’s rho Correlation Between DR and Disfluency for ORIs

Self
Self as Sexual Being
Mother
Father

Correlation coefficient
.107
-.262
-.133
-.085

Sig. (2-tailed)
.511
.102
.413
.617

N
40
40
40
37
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Table 7b. Spearman’s rho Correlation Between DR and Disfluency for Interviews

Self
Self as Sexual Being
Mother
Father

Correlation coefficient
.154
-.028
-.027
-.041

Sig. (2-tailed)
.342
.863
.869
.809

N
40
40
40
37

Differences Among ORI Items
Given the lack of significant findings found in the above hypotheses when the ORI text was
considered, a decision was made to examine this data in another way so as not to lose the
potential to cull findings from this text. A one-way repeated measures analysis of variance was
conducted to examine the qualities of each of the four ORI items across the sample to illuminate
possible differences in linguistic style when describing the self, self as sexual being, mother, and
father. The method for such a procedure on ranked data is laid out by Zimmerman and Zumbo
(2004). This analysis was conducted to determine if looking for variance among the four types of
descriptions would provide meaningful results in a way that looking at their relationship to
language measures across participants did not. Given the skewed nature of the sample on some
of these measures, an analysis was conducted on ranked rather than raw data, and therefore the
means listed in the tables are the mean of the rank, not of the raw score, though the mean of the
raw score is provided.
WRAD
The mean difference between the WRAD levels when comparing some of the four ORI items to
each other is significant (Tables 8a-c). The mean WRAD for the father description was highest
(M=.505) followed by the descriptions for mother (M=.492), self (M=.429), and self as sexual
being (M=.404), respectively. Given that a statistically significant difference in these means was
found, this finding will be discussed in the Discussion chapter.
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Tables 8 a-c. One-Way Repeated Measures Analysis of Variance on Ranks: WRAD
a.Type III Tests of Fixed Effects
Source
WRAD

df
F
3, 114.588 77.179

P
.000

b. Estimates
Condition

Mean

Std. Error

df

Self (1)
SASB (2)
Mother (3)
Father (4)

56.400
42.800
106.575
112.852

5.370
5.370
5.370
5.514

95.078
95.078
95.078
100.910

95% Confidence Interval
Lower
Upper
Bound
Bound
45.739
67.061
32.139
53.461
95.914
117.236
101.912
123.791

c. Pairwise Comparisons

Conditions Mean Difference
Std.
Between Conditions Error
1
2
13.600
5.594
3
-50.175*
5.594
4
56.452*
5.733
2
1
-13.600
5.594
3
-63.775*
5.594
4
-70.052*
5.733
3
1
50.175*
5.594
2
63.775*
5.594
4
-6.277
5.733
4
1
56.452*
5.733
2
70.052*
5.733
3
6.277
5.733
Based on estimated marginal means
* Significant at the .05 level

df

Sig.

114.213
114.213
114.986
114.213
114.213
114.986
114.213
114.213
114.986
114.986
114.986
114.986

.096
.000
.000
.096
.000
.000
.000
.000
.856
.000
.000
.856

95% Confidence
Interval for
Difference
Lower
Upper
Bound
Bound
-1.378
28.578
-65.153 -35.197
-71.799 -41.104
-28.589 1.378
-78.753 -48.797
-85.399 -54.704
35.197
65.153
48.797
78.753
-21.624 9.071
41.104
71.799
54.704
86.399
-9.071
21.624

Ref/WRAD Covariation
There were no statistically significant differences found among the means of the ReflectionWRAD covariation of the four ORI items (Tables 9a-c). The mother (M=-.298) and father (M=73

.248) items showed the strongest negative correlation, though these correlations were low and
did not achieve statistical significance.
Tables 9 a-c. One-Way Repeated Measures Analysis of Variance on Ranks: Ref/WRAD
a. Type III Tests of Fixed Effects
Source
Ref/WRAD

df
F
3, 114.996 1.527

P
.211

b. Estimates
Condition

Mean

Std. Error

df

Self (1)
SASB (2)
Mother (3)
Father (4)

85.200
85.325
67.775
77.262

7.165
7.165
7.165
7.441

146.888
146.888
146.888
146.364

95% Confidence Interval
Lower
Upper
Bound
Bound
71.040
99.360
71.165
99.485
53.615
81.935
62.559
91.965

c. Pairwise Comparisons

Conditions

Mean Difference
Std.
Between Conditions Error
1
2
-.125
9.511
3
17.425
9.511
4
7.938
9.720
2
1
.125
9.511
3
17.550
9.511
4
8.063
9.720
3
1
-17.425
9.511
2
-17.550
9.511
4
-9.487
9.720
4
1
-7.938
9.720
2
-8.063
9.720
3
9.487
9.720
Based on estimated marginal means

df

Sig.

114.155
114.155
115.900
114.155
114.155
115.900
114.155
114.155
115.900
115.900
115.900
115.900

1.00
.351
.960
1.00
.343
.957
.351
.343
.910
.960
.957
.910

95% Confidence
Interval for
Difference
Lower
Upper
Bound
Bound
-25.589 25.339
-8.039
42.889
-18.079 33.955
-25.339 25.589
-7.914
43.014
-17.954 34.080
-42.889 8.039
-43.014 7.914
-35.504 16.530
-33.955 18.079
-34.080 17.954
-16.530 35.504

DF/WRAD Covariation
There was a significant difference in the means of the Disfluency-WRAD covariation between
the self and father items (Tables 10a-c). The self mean covariation is .085, and the mean
covariation in the father descriptions was -.210.
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Tables 10 a-c. One-Way Repeated Measures Analysis of Variance on Ranks: DF/WRAD
a. Type III Tests of Fixed Effects
Source
DF/WRAD

df
F
3, 115.161 3.500

P
.018

b. Estimates
Condition

Mean

Std. Error

df

Self (1)
SASB (2)
Mother (3)
Father (4)

94.925
77.225
76.750
66.144

7.066
7.066
7.066
7.321

135.370
135.370
135.370
138.926

95% Confidence Interval
Lower
Upper
Bound
Bound
80.951
108.899
63.251
91.199
62.776
90.724
51.670
80.618

c. Pairwise Comparisons

Conditions

Mean Difference
Std.
Between Conditions Error
1
2
17.700
8.870
3
18.175
8.870
4
28.781*
9.074
2
1
-17.700
8.870
3
.475
8.870
4
11.081
9.074
3
1
-18.175
8.870
2
-.475
9.970
4
10.606
9.074
4
1
-28.781*
9.074
2
-11.081
9.074
3
-10.606
9.074
Based on estimated marginal means
* Significant at the .05 level

df

Sig.

114.481
114.481
115.888
114.481
114.481
115.888
114.481
114.481
115.888
115.888
115.888
115.888

.257
.231
.012
.257
1.000
.782
.231
1.000
.815
.012
.782
.815

95% Confidence
Interval for
Difference
Lower
Upper
Bound
Bound
-6.047
41.447
-5.572
41.922
4.492
53.069
-41.447 6.047
23.272
24.222
-13.208 35.369
-41.922 5.572
-24.222 23.272
-13.683 34.894
-53.069 -4.492
-35.369 13.208
-34.894 13.683

Reflection
There was a significant difference in the means of the Reflection level between the self as sexual
being description (.090) and that for mother (.074), and for father (.072) (Tables 11 a-c). This
significant difference will be explored in the following chapter.
75

Tables 11 a-c. One-Way Repeated Measures Analysis of Variance on Ranks: Reflection
a. Type III Tests of Fixed Effects
Source
Reflection

df
F
3, 114.735 5.290

P
.002

b. Estimates
Condition

Mean

Std. Error

df

Self (1)
SASB (2)
Mother (3)
Father (4)

80.263
97.013
71.625
66.393

7.010
7.010
7.010
7.236

116.721
116.721
116.721
122.211

95% Confidence Interval
Lower
Upper
Bound
Bound
66.379
94.146
83.129
110.896
57.741
85.509
52.069
80.717

c. Pairwise Comparisons

Conditions

Mean Difference
Std.
Between Conditions Error
1
2
-16.750
8.136
3
8.638
8.136
4
13.870
8.331
2
1
16.750
8.136
3
25.388*
8.136
4
30.620*
8.331
3
1
-8.638
8.136
2
-25.388*
8.136
4
5.232
8.331
4
1
-13.870
8.331
2
-30.620*
8.331
3
-5.232
8.331
Based on estimated marginal means
* Significant at the .05 level

df

Sig.

114.213
114.213
115.293
114.213
114.213
115.293
114.213
114.213
115.293
115.293
115.293
115.293

.226
.873
.464
.226
.014
.002
.873
.014
.989
.464
.002
.989

95% Confidence
Interval for
Difference
Lower
Upper
Bound
Bound
-38.534 5.034
-13.147 30.422
-8.434
36.173
-5.034
38.534
3.603
47.172
8.316
52.923
-30.422 13.147
-47.172 -3.603
-17.071 27.535
-36.173 8.434
-52.923 -8.316
-27.535 17.071

Disfluency
The mean difference between the levels of Disfluency in the descriptions of the self as a sexual
being (M=.082) and the self (M=.066) and father (M=.065) was significant (Tables 12a-c). This
finding will be discussed in the following chapter.
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Tables 12 a-c. One-Way Repeated Measures Analysis of Variance on Ranks: Disfluency
a. Type III Tests of Fixed Effects
Source
Disfluency

df
F
3, 115.033 4.071

P
.009

b. Estimates
Condition

Mean

Std. Error

df

Self (1)
SASB (2)
Mother (3)
Father (4)

71.038
95.988
78.850
69.876

7.051
7.051
7.051
7.286

122.189
122.189
122.189
127.272

95% Confidence Interval
Lower
Upper
Bound
Bound
57.080
84.995
82.030
109.945
64.892
92.808
55.459
84.294

c. Pairwise Comparisons

Conditions

Mean Difference
Std.
Between Conditions Error
1
2
-24.950*
8.371
3
-7.813
8.371
4
1.161
8.570
2
1
24.950*
8.371
3
17.138
8.371
4
26.111*
8.570
3
1
7.813
8.371
2
-17.138
8.371
4
8.974
8.570
4
1
-1.161
8.570
2
-26.111*
8.570
3
-8.974
8.570
Based on estimated marginal means
* Significant at the .05 level

df

Sig.

114.472
114.472
115.631
114.472
114.472
115.631
114.472
114.472
115.631
115.631
115.631
115.631

.021
.926
1.000
.021
.231
.017
.926
.231
.880
1.000
.017
.880

95% Confidence
Interval for
Difference
Lower
Upper
Bound
Bound
-47.361 -2.539
-30.224 14.599
-21.778 24.100
2.539
47.361
-5.274
39.549
3.172
49.050
-14.599 30.224
-39.549 5.274
-13.966 31.913
-24.100 21.778
-49.050 -3.172
-31.913 13.966
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Chapter 4
QUALITATIVE RESULTS
A qualitative examination of selected interviews was conducted to consider the
relationship between WRAD and DR, particularly in light of significant findings occurring in the
opposite of the predicted direction. Passages of high WRAD language from selected interviews
will be considered below. In the first section, interviews were selected from those with the
highest and lowest MHW in the sample, with consideration for the DR score achieved in the
interview selection (Table 13). The second section looks at two interviews, one high and one low
on the HWP measure, the level of which was found to be significant for level of differentiation
and relatedness on the self as sexual being item (Table 14).
Passages of high WRAD were examined within selected interviews from both the high
and the low MHW and HWP groups to consider how speech with high referential activity might
function differently for those with varying levels of DR score, and might have a different quality.
Since the interview task was the same across all participants, the task could serve as a kind of
“control,” putting passages of high WRAD speech into relief: with the task ostensibly the same,
why did some participants use more immersive language or more narration than others? The
study is limited in its explanatory power and cannot assume causality, but examining high
WRAD language in a qualitative way could provide more texture to this relationship as a means
of beginning to explain these findings, and to generate models with more explanatory power for
future study.
It might be considered somewhat disjunctive to look at passages of high WRAD for the
high MHW interviews, since MHW is associated with the degree of immersion in language,
while HWP is the measure associated with passages of high WRAD, i.e. storytelling. These high
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MHW interviews, however, generally had extended passages of high WRAD speech, so
examining WRAD in this way seemed justifiable and a useful way of presenting high WRAD
speech in these relatively more immersive interviews.
There is overlap among the interviews with notably high or low HWP and MHW.
Emblematic interviews that fit into the significant correlational pattern of inverse DR and high
WRAD measures were selected and appear below. Each selected interview is preceded by an
excerpt from the “self” or “self as a sexual being” ORI description to demonstrate both some
qualities of each DR level and also ways in which these qualities manifest in the overall
interview. Also, information on degree of reported symptomatology as measured by the Brief
Symptom Inventory and any reported history of sexual abuse or assault will be included in the
discussion when this information is remarkable.
Before examining the different qualities of language in the high or low MHW and HWP
groups through the presentation of specific interviews, general observations about the differences
between these groups will be highlighted in order to orient the reader to important qualities and
themes. Broadly, in the group of interviews with relatively high MHW or HWP and low DR
levels, several qualities of language were apparent. Speech could be disorganized, showing a
process of splitting, expressing an eruption of violence, or representing two sides of a conflict
without describing them as such. High WRAD passages could have a confusing or unmoored
quality.
The other group of interviews, with relatively low MHW or HWP and high DR often
showed narrative being used in an illustrative way, dramatizing an intrapsychic process that the
participant describes in the interview, or relating important moments in the development of the
sexual self. The language has a more expressive rather than concrete quality. These participants
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hardly expressed a lack of conflict in their sexual identities. Instead, that they could reach a point
of conflict and ambivalence may have had a muting effect on their language.
In addition to the quality of language used, these two categories of interviews showed
differences along several thematic dimensions, which may have had a corollary in linguistic
style. Different defenses were discernible at different levels of object representation, as would be
expected. Interviews with higher MHW and HWP and lower DR scores showed evidence of
splitting, disavowal, and idealization. This polarized quality was apparent when discussing many
topics, including sexual identity and preferences, important others, and when representing time
periods (such as the past versus the future). The use of such comparatively unmodulated defenses
may lead to more immersive or vivid language. Congruous with lower DR levels, some
interviews in this category manifested a porous quality to the boundaries between self and other,
with a related disfluency and sense of overwhelm. Relatedly, rapprochement themes were often
apparent as participants struggled to find a comfortable emotional distance in relation to others.
With less reflection on internal processes, these participants were often oriented externally
towards rules, roles, and identity terms (such as sexual identity labels and gender distinctions),
which they could experience as oppressive or alienated constructs, or could use to stabilize a
sense of identity. Participants in this category showed a tendency to talk about sexuality in terms
of particular relationships and events, rather than in a more conceptual and abstract way, also
leading to more narration and likely comparatively higher MHW and HPW scores. Shifts in
sexual preferences could be described as extreme and abrupt.
The other group of interviews considered – those showing comparatively higher DR
scores and lower MPW and HPW scores – showed different defenses being used, such as
intellectualizing, which called upon more abstract speech. Similarly, the ambivalence thought of
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as a marker of higher object relational levels also likely had a modulating effect on speech.
Participants at this level showed a range of relationships to their bisexuality and sexuality in
general, but all seemed at least to have reached a point of conscious conflict, with some being in
a phase of reconsolidating their sexual identities. Several described a romantic partnership as one
means by which they were working through issues, conflicts, or necessary choices around their
sexuality. A more conceptual notion of sexuality was apparent, despite individual participants’
different degrees of engagement with their sexuality at the time of the interview. Sexuality for
some was seen as a potential source of creativity, energy, and growth. And finally, identity terms
(such as sexual identity labels and gender distinctions) took on a more symbolic than concrete
quality, allowing participants to “play” with these terms and concepts, finding ways to use them
in an expressive and personally resonant manner, rather than feeling that they were alienated and
inflexible constructs.
Caution must be exercised to not descend into splitting between these two categories of
interviews, and clearly the participants exist on a continuum of capacity for integration,
symbolizing, and reflection about their sexuality, rather than being categorically different, as
they are presented by necessity here. At the same time, the qualitative analysis reveals some
differences that are relevant to consider in clinical or theoretical discussions of object relations
and sexuality.
Following the qualitative examination of specific interviews that illustrate the
correlational pattern uncovered in this study, a consideration of how gender is represented across
the sample will be considered, as it was a qualitative theme that emerged when considering all 40
interviews, and is one relevant for the study aims. Grappling with meanings and manifestations
of gender was a recurrent theme in the interviews, gender being a concept arguably of particular
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salience to a bisexual population whose desire and object choice traverses this established binary.
Differences highlighted above in terms of how participants spoke about their sexuality were also
relevant in discussions of gender. Examining particular ways in which participants represented
gender (including gender differences) is informed by trends in examining gender in an
idiographic rather than nomothetic manner (Hansell, 2011). Gender was represented with
varying degrees of concreteness. Gender identity and sexual identity could be collapsed into each
other, often resulting in distress or confusion, or could be acknowledged as separate but related
and held in tension. Gender distinctions could also be expressive of defensive splitting, or
identity diffusion. Some participants were finding ways of using categorical language around
gender to creatively represent different aspects of themselves without destabilizing their sense of
identity. For others, the categorical language around gender seemed expressive of rapprochement
issues.
The above discussions will be elaborated in the next chapter, considered in light of other
findings and of theory.
Mean High WRAD
Table 13. Selected Interviews: MHW
Interview
High MHW
16
27
10
Low MHW
42
36
22

MHW

Self DR

SASB DR

Mother DR

Father DR*

.070
.065
.058

6
5
6

6
5
5

6
6
6

6
6
6

.036
.042
.043

7
7
8

7
8
7

7
8
8

7
9
8

*This variable is presented for completeness, but was not found to be significantly related to
MHW.
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High MHW
Participant 16: Dysregulation and Overwhelm
Excerpt from ORI description of self as a sexual being (DR score: 6):
[A]nd yeah, I'm – I'm – I guess I'm, you know, really only the past few years I've been
saying that I'm gay, because I've been trying to talk to more people, and because I'm in the
young Democrats. I have to say that. […] Since I've been involved with the young Democrats
and event planning for them, it's become, like, an issue, because there's other gay members, and
they're young gay men, actually, and now that they're like out in the group, I've come out to the
group, and you know, I have to defend myself too since I was considered like I don't want to like
– it was something that I had to like talk about. Not talk about, you know, but talk about if
people come up to me and talk to me about it. Because I'm – otherwise I wouldn't have said
anything. So in these two years, I've been trying to tell people that I'm gay. When I got involved
with the young Democrats, I've been like – it's been like all the past two years has been like
coming out. Like I've been telling everybody. And meeting gay people.
This participant is a 31 year-old, mixed race (Native American and White) woman.
Though she achieved DR ratings of 6 on all of the ORI items, some qualities evident of the 5
level of differentiation and relatedness on the ORI (in terms of oscillation, splitting, and
vigilance against external threat) are apparent throughout the interview. It is interesting to note
that during the Time 1 interview the year before, however, her self as sexual being score was 5.
The content of her self as sexual being description at Time 2 acknowledges how her involvement
in a political organization has helped her accept aspects of her sexuality, leaving open the
possibility that this group has served an organizing function for the participant, helping her
achieve greater differentiation and relatedness around her internal representation of herself as a
sexual being, including in serving as a counter to her family, described in the interview as
homophobic. At the same time, when she speaks of having to “defend” herself (which she does
not explain), there is a suggestion of the dynamics of the 5 scale point of suspicion and fear of
external attack or control. She explains her coming out in mirroring terms, saying that since
young male members came out, she did the same. Such an explanation seems appropriate for her
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developmental level early in the process of asserting her sexual identity, and also with an
equivocal differentiation and relatedness.
Her interview contains several passages of text that displayed high referential activity.
Almost all of this immersive text shows some degree of suspicion, splitting, diffuseness, and/or
disorganization. Despite an affective tone in this interview of fear and victimization, the
participant tends to minimize these affects. The narrative can often seem unclear and her affect
dysregulated. The first considered passage below from the interview occurs in the context of
describing the change of sexual identity that she endorsed between the two interviews, spaced
about a year apart, moving from identifying herself as “largely heterosexual, more than
incidentally homosexual,” to “entirely homosexual.” She attributed moving into her own
apartment as a catalyst for this changed identification, alluding to how domestic settling allowed
a settling into identity. She says, “I couldn’t call myself gay if I was just living from place to
place to place,” and goes on to link her turning 30 to reaching a point by which she should have a
clear sexual orientation. It is unclear if she experiences this pressure as internal or external, or
both. When discussing this pressure, she links her fluid sexual identity to her unstable living
situations, and even danger. She gives an example of a dangerous situation with a man with
whom she briefly roomed:
[I]n January, I got punched in the face by a man. Never acquired a domestic
violence problem in my entire life – ever, ever, ever, ever – until I'm 31 years old,
I was punched in the face. By a man. Who I was, basically, was just – he was not
any situation or partner or anything, but he was just like really frustrated with me,
and he had his own problems, and, like, he was a friend of a gay woman, and he
basically like had – it was violence, violence against women and gay people like
us, really, but – but and that too made it – and we went to court and everything.
It's all settled and everything. It's all his whole situation, but it was just really
disgusting, like this man, you know, and that, too, made me think like, you know.
And I didn't come out to him, because I thought he was really creepy, anyway – I
knew he was creepy, so I didn't even go there, didn't want to put the thought in his
head or anything. So he just – but then eventually he – he – he knew my friend,
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and this whole thing happened, and he ended up like punching me in the face. It
was ghastly.
Next the interviewer asks if she believes this man punched her because she was gay. She says,
He punched me because he wasn't getting any from me, and I knew that was
going to happen, so it was kind of a funny situation…
The unsettling nature of this violent episode is clear in the participant’s language. Her
shock at the event is palpable. Her language evinces strong affects, but is somewhat confusing,
suggesting that she is overwhelmed by the memory. She does not speak from a narrative distance
that would make the story – including her perspective and relationship with the other players in it
– clearer for the listener to follow. The listener feels immersed in the affect, but not the narrative.
In this chaotic retelling, identity labels (“man,” “gay woman,” “gay people”) take on a stark
quality that read as attempts to anchor herself and the others involved in this story without really
expressing perspectives, motivations, or points of view.
Further suggesting her disorganizing immersion in the story is the confusion around her
theory of why this man punched her. She tries to take on his perspective (saying that he had
problems of his own), but a feeling of senselessness at this attack pervades. (She denied any
history of sexual abuse, though other types of traumatic events she may have experienced are
unknown.)
In addition to being a description of a shocking attack, when considering this passage in
light of the entire interview, this description also could be read as a condensation of other aspects
of her sexual life. She describes pervasive homophobia in her family, including the fact that she
is not allowed to see her young nieces due, she believes, to her sexual orientation. She describes
her mother sabotaging her relationship with her last girlfriend. She also describes currently
avoiding pursuing any relationship due to the unpredictability of others, giving an example of a
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woman she had dated recently unexpectedly showing up at her workplace and “making out” with
her in front of her boss. Feelings of confusion, surprise, and powerlessness pervade.
Throughout the interview the precariousness of boundaries is apparent. The participant
expresses relief that she is masturbating less than last year, as she explains that her sexual
fantasies always include her ex-girlfriend, the breakup with whom was extremely painful. She
cannot find respite or relief in fantasy, but instead seems to experience it as a painful repetition,
too close to an unsettling reality, suggesting a porousness of this boundary, and a difficulty using
fantasy as a transitional phenomenon. Easily compromised boundaries extend to those between
people in relationships, as well. In a discussion of feeling the need to develop new friendships,
she describes someone she has known since she was 18, who is a straight white man:
[L]ike I always have that like straight white male, and that's weird, but this
straight white guy that I knew, and he said that he's a lesbian inside a man's body,
and I was like, “Ah.” Like, “I hear ya.” And I didn't even say like anything about
it, but I remember he said, and like he always follows me through the years, and
through the years he follows me, and he met my mother, and my mother liked
him. And he played music, and I played music, but it turned out to be a bad
situation, because she invited him to her wedding. She's Irish and he's Irish, and
he went to her wedding, because it was an Irish, and he ended up like getting
drunk and like telling my girlfriend horrible things about me. And she ended up
like saying, you know, oh, my God, I had no idea all this stuff about you.
Meanwhile, I know on the inside he like said this thing about being a lesbian in a
man's body, so like that worries me, like men like that. Because all the women in
my past, like they all know him, like he just won't leave me alone. Like he's just
like this strange thing. And that's another thing about history and anthropology,
like there's always this strange man like that's around. So I feel like that's
[indiscernible] too. Because he's the kind of person, like he – my girlfriend, [E],
like who is not my girlfriend anymore, my ex-girlfriend, he made his [my?]
girlfriend her [his?] old friend. Like he met her old friends, like she has a sister in
New Orleans that I go and visit, me and [E] were partners – he didn't know her.
He went down to New Orleans and like met his [her?] sister working in a cafe,
and like began a friendship with her, and I didn't know that. And then he made
friends with his [her?] sister's old friends, and like now they're all friends. I'm just
like oh, my goodness, I don't even like this person. He's a weirdo. He's so strange.
He goes to like lesbian bars and I'm like -

86

In a passage filled with a sense of dread, she presents this “straight white man” as a
menace, invading her life. The sense of permeable boundaries is also apparent in this man’s
connection to her mother. She presents this man and her mother, as well as this man and herself,
in terms of mirroring and likeness (playing music, being Irish). Her repetition of his being a
“lesbian inside a man’s body” suggests her worry about being able to trust appearances and a
troubling confusion of categories. The story seems to have a mythical structure in which this man
is a chaotic force who has insinuated his way into her life, destroying her relationship and
replacing her in her relationships with her girlfriend’s friends. The possible confusion of
pronouns highlights the unclear boundaries between self and other.
This subject’s passages of high referential activity show a troubling immersion in
distressing content that prevents her from gaining distance and perspective on the narrative. The
connection between symbolic and subsymbolic processing seems to express unsettling emotional
and relational schemas. She offers the narratives to illuminate statements about her sexuality, but
they instead seem to express confusion and dysregulation.
Participant 27: Pinning Down Identity and Desire
Excerpt from ORI description of self (DR score: 5):
I was raised in a strict, conservative Christian family, and I myself am a believer, but oh, my
God, this is going to be embarrassing. But, you know, I did date guys when I was – throughout
high school and throughout college, and I found myself, you know, not as comfortable with them,
but you know, there was one person I really felt comfortable with, and it was a woman. And I
didn't want my family to know about it, and I was like what's wrong with me? Why am I doing
this? Am I sick? Am I crazy? This is wrong, but yet, I was in love with her, because, you know,
I felt a lot of things and everything. And well, now, eventually now, I'm engaged to a wonderful
guy. He's very nice. He's very kind. And we're planning to get married and have a family. And
yes, I love him. Yes, I care about him, and I am attracted to him, I guess, but – and I'm still
struggling with having feelings for this one person, this woman. And I wish I could get rid of it,
but I can't, basically. Because I want to get married, and I don't want to – I want to put this
behind me and get married, and I don't want to disappoint my family. [Interviewer: Anything
else about yourself?] Well, I like to write a lot. I'm very – I'm basically analytical and very
business-y person, but yet, I like to write. Sometimes I have a creative side. I like to write. I
87

wrote a journal. I like to, you know, you know, play games on the phone and on the computer –
Tetris is my favorite. I love animals. I love children. Anything that's cute and innocent I love –
and huggable. Especially little children and little doggies and little kittens. [Interviewer:
Anything else?] I have a little dog named Pampers. His name is Pampers because he looks like
a little baby. Little Chihuahua, cream colored. And I love the cream-colored Chihuahuas
because they look like little babies. Like human babies. And I love babies. And that's all I can
think of.
In the above self description, the participant, a 28 year-old White, Eastern Orthodox
Christian woman, focuses on her conflict over her desire for a woman in the context of her
conservative faith, and her wish to resolve this conflict through marrying her fiancé. The conflict
seems easily accessible and intense, leading to regression in the face of it. Her tendency over the
course of the description is to move away from rather than show an ability to tolerate this
substantial conflict, fleeing first into a feeling of competence and then childlike regression. The
oscillating and unintegrated character of her self description is representative of a scale point of
5.
These qualities are apparent throughout her entire interview. This participant described a
significant change in her sexual and romantic life from last year, having been in a six-year
relationship with the woman mentioned in the above description and now being engaged to a
man. She describes substantial homophobia in her Christian community and within her family,
and describes conforming to pressures to be heterosexual. She is in the midst of significant
conflict, which seems split, rather than held in conscious tension. On one hand, she disavows her
past of being “in love” with a woman, posing this part of her life as a “non-issue” since she has
become engaged to a “perfect” man. On the other hand, she poses a continued draw towards her
ex-girlfriend as having the potential to “ruin everything,” necessitating that she “bury” these
feelings. The theme of external versus internal control that is characteristic of DR levels of 5 is
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apparent throughout this interview, likely intensified by the homophobia of her community and
her desire to adhere to its dictates.
She relies on splitting and disavowal to manage the conflict between her desires and
social expectation. For instance, she speaks of a strong bond with a gay male friend who was
both supportive and logistically helpful as she engaged in a multiyear relationship with a woman
without being “out.” Of him, she says:
And he knew about the – he used to always vouch for me when I went to see the
girl. “Oh, she's helping me with this.” “ Oh, she's doing that.” When we would
spend nights together, he would – because basically, he knew my boss. “Oh, she's
on a business trip.” Or whatever. He vouched for me. He was like my best friend.
She refers to him in the past tense because she has cut off contact with this friend due to
her fiancé’s disapproval of his homosexuality. She has not disclosed her sexual past to her
fiancé, saying that she would “never tell him” because he believes gay people are “sick.” Despite
his expressed intolerance for this aspect of her identity, she describes her fiancé in idealized
terms, presenting her relationship with him as the successful resolution of her struggles over
same-sex desires, evidenced in her shift over the last year from considering herself “largely
heterosexual, more than incidentally homosexual” when she was with a woman to “entirely
heterosexual” at the time of the current interview. She explains that she finds her fiancé
“protective,” which “turns [her] on,” as she likes “being the baby in the relationship.” She offers
an example of her fiancé being protective:
When he protects. When somebody starts insulting me, putting me down, he's
like, “Listen! Don't you talk that way about her!” You know? One time, one
time, a neighbor of mine, right? Called me a bum and a user, and a piece of
garbage in front of him. She really insulted me, because she – you know, she'd
start putting me down. And said, “I'm glad you're not my daughter. If you were
my daughter, I would have thrown your ass out so fast. You're a spoiled brat who
doesn't give a shit about anyone but herself.” Like that? And he said, “Don't you
talk that way about her!” And he got out of his car, and he was like ready to beat
her up. And I said, “Stop, stop, you're going to go to jail. You're going to go to
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jail.” But he calmed down because he was afraid and didn't want to go to jail.
Here the participant pairs aggression and sexuality, saying that she is “turned on” by the
protection against external threat that her fiancé can offer. She does not give any context for this
story, including her relationship with her neighbor, as if dramatizing the unexpected emergence
of threats. When asked by the interviewer, she acknowledges being “afraid” of her fiancé’s
reaction, but also reassured that he would offer protection. This story could be seen as stabilizing
her ambivalence by creating a split between the senselessly violent neighbor and her protective
fiancé.
The many spikes in WRAD in this interview mimic her not quite satisfactory repression
and disavowal of her attraction to women, as if a force is bursting out from the sociallysanctioned normality she so desperately wants. This participant’s interview can be uncomfortable
to read, so starkly one feels her contorting desire to fit into an acceptable program. Though her
fiancé seems to hold some allure for her, she often describes him from a regressed self-state, and
represents him in terms of the function of protection and social commodity that he provides.
Given the involuntary and forbidden nature of her desires, she focuses on external behavior and
object choice to “get rid” of her homosexual desires. Her apparent belief that acting entirely
straight will eradicate her desires for women and her former female partner mirrors the “happily
ever after” quality to her relationship with her fiancé. Finally, she seems to be preoccupied with
issues of control and appearance, which is not surprising given the beliefs about homosexuality
that she describes in her social milieu, and that are also characteristic of her level of
differentiation and relatedness. As with the previous participant, the force of taboo around her
same-sex desires must contribute to her difficulty integrating her sexual identity.
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Participant 10: “A State of Confusion”
Excerpt from ORI description of self as sexual being (DR score: 5):
When I meet somebody that I like, but I'd rather no strings attached. Just because I've been,
every time I do get attached, I'm always the one who's more attached then the person I'm with.
Like if we go out 3 or 4 times, then that's my boyfriend. You know like that's how I, which is not a
good thing, you know. Like I just, I'm very dependent on parents, cause they have always just
been there, so that when I meet somebody else I just assume for them to take that role, which I
know is wrong and so that's something that I'm working on my therapist with that you know
every man is not my father, and they can't even come close. […] I, you know I'm, if I meet
someone and I like them, you know, if after you meet someone a couple times I'm open to sex. I'm
you know I'm not promiscuous, but I'm open to sex, even if it's no strings attached. Like you know
we go out, have a couple drinks, what happens, happens. And that does not make you my
boyfriend or girlfriend or anything like that.
For this participant, a 34 year-old Latina woman, her conflict around dependency and
attachment is manifest in the oscillating quality of this description. An object relational schema
of a dependent and a rejecting person emerges, and her position within this framework shifts
over the course of the description. She speaks of how male partners are poorly differentiated
from her father (while also acknowledging that this has been problematic for her and is
something that she is addressing in therapy), and in so doing idealizes her father while
denigrating men she has dated (i.e. “they can’t even come close”).
The rapprochement themes that emerge in this description (and that are characteristic of a
DR level of 5) are, in fact, apparent throughout the interview in which she describes a tendency
to both court and then dismiss closeness and intimacy. This participant is palpably struggling to
integrate her desires for men and women as well as sexuality and attachment, in the context of
poor social and family support around bisexuality. She also experienced a sexual assault over the
past year, which she describes and then minimizes. (She denied other incidences of sexual abuse
before this episode.)
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In addition to having a high MHW rate, this participant had the highest level of HWP of
the sample, and in fact her interview contains many passages of elevated WRAD, all of which
cannot be examined here for reasons of space. The first passage occurs after the interviewer asks
her if there has ever been a time when she considered herself a lesbian. She says,
No. Well no, I wonder, cause I've had gay male friends who swear to me up and
down that there's no such thing as bi. And these are, you know like I've had a,
when I used to go to like being like in the club scene, like the New York City club
scene back like Limelight, Palladium. Things that are all closed now. I always
went with gay men, cause I was afraid, cause there was drug taking and yeah, I
took drugs, you know, they were very protective over me. And so I didn't like
going to straight clubs. I liked going to like the gay parties, and so cause then I
was safe, because nobody would, even if I fell down or my skirt got in my
pantyhose, gay men will fix that. Straight men will try, you know, if a straight
man approached me they would get attacked by my gays, which was good, but
those guys that I knew, that group of men that were strictly gay, they had
convinced me that there was no such thing as bi. They're like you either like one
or you... like anyone who's bi is in denial.
As she describes these friends and her relationship to them, she shows somewhat chaotic
shifting identifications, and a shifting, unintegrated sense of being either a subject or an object.
She recalls her gay male friends saying that if they were to have sex with a woman, it would be a
woman like her, “a cream of the crop woman,” who is “sexy, attractive.” She then identifies with
them, saying that she “thinks the same way” and is attracted to similar types of women. Finally,
she acknowledges finding the whole topic of dual attraction “confusing.”
Further demonstrating an oscillating quality, in the above passage, she describes her gay
male friends as both protective and nurturing, but also unsupportive and invalidating around her
sexual identity. Consistent with the diffuse quality of the description, she seems affected and
possibly even swayed by her friends’ perspective, leading her to wonder if she should consider
herself a lesbian, rather than bisexual. She several times throughout the interview refers to
bisexuality as “a state of confusion,” and does seem confused when talking about her sexual
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identity. For instance, she says that she believes she would consider herself a lesbian were it not
for social and familial pressures to be straight. But she also says that she does not actually
consider herself “in the closet” since she has attractions to men, though considers that this
attraction could arise from these same pressures and expectations. She is immersed in the
complexity of desire – including its origins and what shapes it – but seems unable to integrate or
tolerate these disparate elements to the degree that she could achieve a stable (enough) sexual
identity without distressing and somewhat chaotic diffusion. She questions what elements of her
sexual desire and identity come from inside and which from the outside, what emerges from a
personal or authentic place, and what is constructed out of the expectations of others. These are
impossible questions to answer, of course, as well as impossible factors to isolate. Her internal
representation of herself as a sexual being does not seem to provide a coherent framework in
which to reflect on and integrate these elements, reaching a synthesis of these disparate elements
that feels essential and personally meaningful, rather than like a confusing and unresolved
amalgam of different influences. Her questioning of how much her sexuality is influenced by
external versus internal forces, and to what degree she is controlled by others links her to themes
apparent in the 5 scale point descriptions.
Though her self as a sexual being DR score on the ORI remained the same from the
previous year, before she was sexually assaulted, the effect of this assault on her identity is worth
considering, though she does not speak to this directly. In fact, she minimizes the assault, not
considering it a rape, as she did not resist, which she attributes to the fear of being injured if she
did. She also says that she was intoxicated at the time. Two passages of elevated WRAD
describe this assault. Her volatile relationship with her ex-boyfriend and intoxication suggest a
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difficulty regulating affect, which could have a corollary in her minimizing this assault,
oscillating between chaotic emotionality and avoidance.3
Such a polarized emotional experience is apparent in her difficulty integrating attachment
and sexuality, which seem split for both genders. When she describes a recent female partner,
however, it seems that she may have achieved a tentative integration of the two in this
relationship, though this integration seems unstable. Four of the elevated WRAD passages in her
interview are about the woman with whom she had been involved. She says that since the
previous year’s interview, she has had a sexual relationship with two women:
One of them I really, really fell for. Like to say like she would be somebody who
I can possibly, like we wanted to live together, but she got in trouble, and now
she's in some kind of halfway house. Her parents found weed and stupid, her
parents were recovering addicts and found marijuana and so they put her out and
then she had to go to rehab for weed. I didn't even know they took you for that. So
now she's in a halfway house, which means she can't be in contact with me, cause
I was friends with her when she abused. So I feel like I lost a girlfriend. Like I
feel like I lost a mate. The sex wasn't always, and it wasn't, it was just, she was
somebody who would kiss me. Usually kiss me on the cheek, kiss me on the
mouth in public and I was embarrassed. So she was one person who I thought like
if I was ever gonna have a girlfriend it would have been her. But now I can't see
her anymore. And I leave that alone, you know. I really could find her. I could
contact her. She's really only…the place where she's staying is not far from me.
There is a wistful quality to this and other passages in which she describes this relationship. She
appears to begin to qualify the quality of their sexual relationship, but then seems to appreciate
their physical affection, while also being embarrassed by it. Despite this affection, she says that a
key reason that she could have imagined deepening the relationship with her was because they
were “not an obvious gay couple,” being “two attractive women.” (Relatedly, she seems to
conflate sexual and gender identity, as she several times implies that she would lose her
femininity were she more sexually oriented towards women.) She suggests ways in which not
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Her acknowledging being intoxicated and previous mention of drug use when she was younger raises questions
about how this use could contribute to and arise from unintegrated internal representations.
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being an obvious couple still allows for the chance to receive “male attention,” which she says
they both like. She explains later that she did not consider her relationship with this woman to be
“dating:”
We were just always together. And she was just very affectionate and I like that.
She was affectionate in public but not in like a crass way. Like just say if we were
in a bar like she had this thing where she would like bite, she would like bite my
arm, or she would keep kissing me on the cheek, which I thought was like cute.
And like guys would kind of look, but it wasn't for their entertainment, so like she
would be the first person to be like, oh, you know what I mean, like it's not like
whatever you're thinking it is or even if it was, you're not invited, you know what
I mean? Like this is not for your show. Like that's just the way that she was. She
was just very clingy, very I love you all the time, you know.
Expressing the other side of her conflict around this relationship, here she says that she
liked the public affection that she previously said embarrassed her. This participant’s conflict
seems at least partially informed by the lack of acceptance for same-sex relationships that she
reports in her family. This lack of acceptance exerts a force that complicates her experience of
these desires, including the place they might have in her life. She struggles with differentiating
from her family’s wishes for her, seeming to have an implicit desire to obey them. Her wanting
to command male desire and attention also seems to influence her view of relationships with
women.
And finally, several of her passages of elevated WRAD describe men whom she
denigrates or with whom she revels in feeling special. Men in general seem to have a narcissistic
value that would be lost were she to commit to a woman (which is an understandable conclusion
in a society that places more value in heterosexual relationships, as well in men). While she said
that she enjoys sexual relationships with women, she adds, “I still need men.” The participant
herself raises the question of how much this force is socially determined given the greater
valuation of men and heterosexual relationships in both her family and the wider culture. But, as
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stated above, despite her ability to raise these salient questions, she seems overwhelmed by them,
rather than able to incorporate them into a more integrated view of herself as a sexual being. Her
raising the questions, however, could suggest a potential to move towards greater integration,
perhaps with the help of therapy, started over the last year, which she at first denigrates but then
describes as “important” to her.

Low MHW
Below follow the qualitative analyses of three interviews with relatively low MHW and
relatively high DR scores.
Participant 42: Ambivalence and Conflict
Excerpt from ORI description of self as sexual being (DR score: 7):
Yeah, sex is very important to me. I write mostly about sex, not graphically, but from a like
analyzing the emotional psychological aspects and stuff, so I think about sex a lot in terms of in a
pretty like analytical way, and but then I'm also just I think sex is just a great activity; something
very important to me. It's probably the most important thing to me in relationships, which has led
to problems at times, but I just think it's a really important basic need in life, and it's important
for you to have it fulfilled and stuff. […] It's kind of weird ‘cause I've been single for a while for
the first time in a long time so I haven't been with anybody in, I guess it's only been like a couple
of months, but so I feel kind of removed from it right now but I definitely, I would never consider
dating somebody that I wasn't incredibly attracted to. Like it just would not be an option for me.
And I know a lot of my friends will, kind of, that's not the most important thing, like they feel like,
oh you can kind of deal with it, and it's absolutely nonnegotiable. So yeah and I just I don't know
it's a lot of how I get excitement in life is from sex with my partners, or with flirtation or sexual
energy with people. It's just yeah; it's something that I feel like my life would be pretty bland
without it.
This participant, a 27 year-old White woman, in the above description connects her
sexuality to other parts of her life and personality, describing it in relation to her values and
posing it as a source of vitality and creativity. Sex is not conceived of only behaviorally but as
also related to “sexual energy” that can be a part of relationships. She achieves a flexible position
regarding sexuality, describing sex as something that can be analyzed and described
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psychologically, and also as a pleasurable activity. Finally, she provides a sense of context,
acknowledging that her circumstances now might affect her view of her sexual self. These
qualities are all characteristic of a 7 scale point.
This participant’s interview had the lowest MPW of all of the 40 interviews of the study.
It also had the lowest HWP and the strongest negative correlation between Reflection and
WRAD. There is a muted quality to this interview; the high rate of Reflection suggests an
intellectualizing process that might contribute to low WRAD. This participant seems in the midst
of reconsolidating her sexual identity as her orientation shifts towards men, suggesting a process
of mourning for the part of her sexual self that is oriented towards women. Her place vis à vis her
sexuality could be described as one of ambivalence. She grapples with reconciling her past
relationships with women with a new “mostly straight” identity, and describes feelings of loss
and some uncertainty in this process. In her more reflective stance regarding her sexual identity,
she does not narrate as many specific episodes or call on as much vivid, immersive language.
This participant describes herself as “mostly straight,” focusing on her wish to have a
relationship with a man rather than pursuing women, as she had done in the past when she felt
that she had a more bisexual identity. In one part of the interview, she describes her retreat from
the lesbian community after college, which she said “felt natural,” but she also describes her
alienation in wistful terms, as if she had been “looking in the window of a great, awesome party
and I can’t access it.” She explains,
I definitely felt, like, very attracted to women. Almost like oppressively attracted
to women. And I felt like I couldn't, it felt like there wasn't, I couldn't, it never
came to fruition, or very rarely. And yeah, I think it was, it was hard for me to
meet women that is, the, that I was very attracted to and hard for, it was just hard
for it to match up, and yeah I mean I really liked to have sex, so I was just kind of
like, “This kind of sucks.”
Her frustration and longing come through in this passage. There is a feeling of frustration
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giving way to hopelessness, and impossibility to her desire. This hopelessness could be a factor
in her orienting more towards men, about which she feels some loss. While she says that the
sexual identity label of “straight” does not honor the complexity of her sexual past, she also
describes her increased acceptance of feeling more attracted to men. She states a conflict over
where she “fits” in both the gay and straight communities, saying that men have not been
accepting of her attractions to women, nor has the lesbian community accepted her as bisexual.
This feeling of being stuck in between two identities has been her greatest challenge in terms of
her sexuality, and one she tries to tolerate. She represents her shift in sexual identification in a
rather nuanced way, acknowledging conflicted feelings. In her state of conflict, she does not
idealize either a monosexual identity or a future partnership as a way of gaining resolution. In
fact, she worries about how to keep the complexity of her sexual desires as a part of her life.
Non-monogamy is one way that she considers to express her attractions to women and to feel
that her sexual behavior is more consonant with her identity than an exclusive relationship with a
man would be.
One way of understanding the muted quality to much of this interview and the
participant’s high degree of Reflection is to consider that her ambivalence and mourning her
orientation towards women could have a muting effect. Her language does not have a quality of
immediacy or narrative vividness as she speaks from a place of deliberation. She seems to
tolerate this ambiguity, not fleeing into the idea of an idealized future or partnership that will
resolve her conflict. She seems relatively able to tolerate her uncertainty around her place as a
sexual being without resorting to splitting, idealization, or disorganization. She also
acknowledges how profoundly social pressures and images could affect her desires and feelings
about those desires, in contrast to previous examined interviews in which social forces seem
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starker and not as easily reflected upon. At one point she acknowledges that her sexual desire for
men is likely to be at least partially influenced by social pressures. Compared to the previous
participant who also spoke to this likelihood, she seems to accept this reality without undue
conflict or disorganization. In general, her interview shows conflict, ambivalence, and awareness
of loss, rather than confusion or overwhelm.
Participant 36: Creativity and Play
Excerpt from ORI description of self as sexual being (DR score: 8):
I'm, well in most of my life I've been intensely sexual. It turns out that during pregnancy I've been
somewhat sexual, but as the pregnancy goes on, less so, which is disorienting. In as a sort of, but
to describe myself as a general matter in life, I guess I tend to be a pretty flirtatious person sort
of in general but also within kind of intimate settings generally really kind of playful as well as
intense. So it's like an overlap between the intimacy and sexuality. It feels really integrated into
the rest of life. […] I guess I mean I think some measure of sexual interaction pervades a lot of
our interactions, and so making people feel appreciated and looking even intensely at people
tends to be, have a slight kind of sexual undertone that I think people often read as flirtatious. So
I guess that's what I mean that it's just connected to kind of the intensity, but I connect with
people a lot and I tend to, I don't know, really kind of listen and understand them and that kind of
intensity I think has a, often has some kind of sexual current to it.
This participant, a 37 year-old White woman, provides a sense of context in her
description of her sexual self, reflecting on how her pregnancy has affected her sexuality. Like
the previous participant, she describes her sexual self as integrated into other aspects of her
personality, and sexuality as a force that is not limited to sexual behavior. She shows an
awareness of how she affects and interacts with others, however, that is not present in the
previous participant’s description. This sense of reciprocal relatedness is a distinguishing feature
between scale points 7 and 8.
This participant reported significant changes in her life since her interview the year
before, namely, a new relationship with a female partner, and a pregnancy (by means of artificial
insemination). She describes intense love for and excitement with her partner, including a feeling
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that conflicts that she experienced in other relationships (including with men) are no longer
issues. For instance, in response to being reminded of fears she expressed in the previous year’s
interview about how getting pregnant might affect her ability to continue to explore her
sexuality, she explains how she feels that with her new partner she experiences less of an
opposition between these ideas; exploring sexuality and having new experiences in general with
her “feel tied up together.” She then says,
And I'm a little scared about what a baby is going to do to all of the explorations
of all kinds. But it also just feels, she has an amazing kind of way of being able to
be very driven and get things done, but really being moment to moment and really
get up and do things and go see things even though she has responsibilities. And
so I feel, I don't know, just a real sense of putting of possibility that we'll still be
able to go and explore and in addition to all the ways that the baby will be…it's
exploration. So yeah, I really, I do, I mean I have a memory of the closing down
feeling I had a lot around the baby and around trying to get pregnant and, or
thinking about trying to get pregnant and yeah, it's just, it's like a whole different
world.
The interviewer then asks, “What do you think was the moment that that shifted for you?”
The moment I realized that I, that what was holding me back from her, which
wasn't for that, well it's hard to figure out how to tell the story and I don't really
want to go into it, but I just, the moment I realized that at least in the moment
what I was afraid of was that I would really, really fall for her. Like there was a
moment early on where I was afraid and thought, afraid that this would go badly,
that it was, I mean I had just stories about how it wasn't a good relationship
possibility when suddenly it kind of hit me.
She goes on to say that her partner responded with “so much insight” to her fear early in
the relationship, ushering in a feeling that the relationship was “full,” and that it “started making
sense” soon after they met in a way that brought her a feeling of peace.
Her belief in the potential for intimacy and growth within a relationship reoccurs
throughout the interview. She repeatedly draws connections between her sexuality and the rest of
her life, finding sexuality to be a source of vitality and creativity. She seems capable of
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imagining a place beyond stark polarities and either/or options while also acknowledging
potential difficulties and conflicts. For instance, she acknowledges the likelihood that she will
have sexual attractions towards men but given her desire for a monogamous relationship with her
partner, she imagines ways of bringing this desire into her relationship, including in playing with
gender roles. Based no doubt on both psychological and social factors, she does not express
conflict about partnering with a woman, per se, and seems free to follow her desires, which
stands in contrast to the interviews in the previous category. At times she seems somewhat
idealizing of her (relatively new) partner, but is also specific about those qualities that she
cherishes and admires.
The interview contains another high WRAD passage, but unfortunately the participant
requested that the contents not be quoted in any research, as she feared compromising her
anonymity due to its containing particularities around meeting her partner and her pregnancy.
The narrative is immersive and contains a range of affects in relation to developments in the
story, at times taking on her partner’s perspective, and putting the story in a meaningful life
context.
Despite the compelling quality of this interview, it did not contain much high WRAD
language. As in the previously discussed interview, this participant seems to be in a thoughtful
place, synthesizing and reflecting on changes in her life since last year and their meaning for her.
While the tone is more exuberant than in the previous participant’s interview, she is not
representing her process in the imagistic or narrative language that would elevate WRAD.
Participant 22: Active Grappling
Excerpt from ORI description of self as sexual being, explaining her sexual attraction to women
and psychological attraction to men (DR score: 7):
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Yeah, I think like – from the age of eight, maybe – like I would see HBO at night and like see
images of the female body, and I remember being like oh, shit, like I'm screwed. I'm a lesbian.
Like I'm – I was raised in [Midwestern state], or at that point, we were in [state], and I don't
know where I picked it up, but there was some internalized homophobia, and just like this is
disgusting. Take this out of me or change me. So there is this sort of – just what happens is – I
don't know what it is with my wiring, but I just visually – I'm like a man, you know. Like just
responding to the female body. Um, but what's interesting is I have friends – whatever, that's a
whole other thing, I'll keep it focused on myself – I like hetero porn. You know, where there's a
guy and a girl, like not lesbian porn, but hetero. [Interviewer: And psychologically attracted to
men?] Yeah. There's this – something that also physiologically happens to me in my body when
I'm attracted to a man. Like I just – I get crushes on men, and I – what happens? It's not down
here. It's not in the genitals. It's like here, in the chest, and just thoughts of wanting to kiss him
or like have a house with him, you know, it's like those sort of traditional fantasies. The – what
would you call those types of fantasies? Like domestic fantasies. You know, not sexual
fantasies, but like lifestyle fantasies.
In this description, the participant, a 32 year-old White woman, provides a sense of
history and context around the development of her sexual self, including a reflection of how
experiences over the course of this development have affected her, thus achieving a score of 7.
Though she employs conventional gender terms (i.e. “I’m like a man”) to stabilize or explain her
sexual identity, this use seems somewhat metaphorical. She speaks to the disjuncture she
experiences between attachment and sexuality, acknowledging different kinds of desire.
In contrast to the previous two participants, this participant is actively struggling with her
bisexuality, experiencing internalized bi- and homophobia, a degree of overt homophobia in her
family, and (for her, most distressingly) a split along gender lines in terms of sexual attraction
and affection, preferring women physically and men psychologically. She identifies as bisexual,
endorsing sexual desires more oriented towards women, while preferring to be in a committed
relationship with a man. Despite her distress, she appears to be trying to come to terms with this
division through reading on the topic of sexuality, through reflection, and in her relationship with
her current boyfriend. Her attempting to reconcile splits along categories of gender and sexual
identity run through her interview. For instance, she says that she has feared seeming
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“lesbianish” (i.e. powerful and masculine) when performing as a comedian, potentially alienating
her boyfriend. She also acknowledges wondering if her boyfriend would be better off with a
heterosexual woman, or if she should have a sexual relationship with a woman. Reflecting on her
distress at her position in relation to these binary categories, she says,
I did all sorts of research, and I got the book Sexual Fluidity, which is a book
about – yeah. And what else did I read? Forbidden Flowers by Nancy Friday, like
all her books about women's sexual fantasies, and so I realized that like I had been
looking like at the world like in a really small way, and like categorizing, and like,
“I need to be like this,” and then I realized, like, there's a lot of different things
going on out there. So that helped me just kind of be at peace with what I am.
In contrast to those in the first category, this participant describes an active process of trying to
accept her “split-ness,” acknowledging a growing acceptance of her sexuality, though she does
not seem fully “at peace” with it, despite her description. Despite her sexual attractions orienting
towards women, she describes an ongoing desire to date men, who seemed to be implicated in
the sex addiction she says she had in college. She describes her relationships with women in
college in terms of this former addiction:
I like ended up – like cheating, like sneaking out of their apartments and finding
men. I was very in my disease, very actively an addict in college, like – and so I
was very much into like seeking out men so they can make me – so that I can feel
pretty and I could feel desired.
She goes on to say, “There’s something about men that keeps pulling me back,” and how
currently when she imagines having a relationship with a woman she thinks the relationship
would be “not enough,” lacking “male energy.” Questions of the overlap and divergence of
sexual and gender identity are striking in this interview. For instance, as a way of managing her
compulsive sexual behavior with men in the past, she adopted an androgynous gender
identification, stopped pursuing men, and considered that she might be a lesbian. The
androgynous identity did not feel consonant with her view of herself, and she came to realize that
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she could present a more feminine gender identity without losing herself in the pursuit of
unavailable men, as she said she had done in the past.
Her attempting to mend splits (e.g. being both strong and feminine; integrating sexuality
and attachment into one relationship) is a motif in this interview, and seems indicative of the
level of differentiation and relatedness of her sexual self assigned on the ORI. She says that she
realizes that she could be “upset” that she is not “fully synthesized,” but also can see that her
sexuality not fitting into tidy social categories problematizes those categories in a way that drives
her as a comedian. She shows an ability to take some perspective on topics with which she
struggles, and says that she is increasingly tolerant that she may never fully integrate disparate
elements of her sexuality into a conflict-free representation or experience. She seems in a
developmental process of making these entities more symbolic than concrete, allowing for more
playfulness and creativity, rather than their persisting as stark choices between categories. An
increasingly conceptual nature to her sexuality emerges: one that is not tied exclusively to
behavior and categories of gender and sexuality.
In the final segment of this interview that shows comparably high WRAD, she discusses
her attempt to reconcile the conflict between her attractions towards men and women, saying that
during the substantial amount of time she stayed out of a relationship, she did not have to address
this issue so directly. But,
[T]hen this guy I had a crush on asked me out, and we started having dates and a
relationship, and then it became this huge issue. Because it forced me to really
look at sex, and – and but then I worked through it. I came to this place of
acceptance.
The interviewer asks if she believes that this relationship influenced her attempts to reconcile
aspects of her sexuality.
The relationship created the obstacle, it was the catalyst – I had to either work
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through or stop and avoid. And I decided to work through this issue within the
relationship rather than terminate the relationship and say, “I'm sorry, I'm scared,
I'm obviously a lesbian or bisexual, and you can't – this is too confusing for me,
and I'm in too much pain, because I feel messed up.” I decided, I got to this place
of acceptance. Also realized that I was being perfectionistic about the sex, like I
had this idea of how sex had to be, and like it had to be perfect and big orgasms
and like – and I realized like no, it doesn't. Who knows what it is?
Her process of trying to “work through this issue” is apparent throughout the interview,
and she describes being in a relationship with her boyfriend as the catalyst. She clearly is still
grappling with her sexual identity, including her feelings towards men versus women. She seems
to be in a place of questioning the concreteness of gender and sexuality polarities and trying to
integrate these splits. This process may result in the relatively low MHW of this interview. The
narratives that she does tell could be seen as being used in the process of helping her achieve the
integration she seeks; the stories both express and are in the service of a process.
High Percentage WRAD
The table below shows interviews selected to demonstrate the correlational pattern of self as
sexual being DR level and HWP. Those in italics were discussed in the above section.
Table 14. Selected Interviews: HWP
Interview
High HWP
10
5
16
Low HWP
42
45
36

HWP

Self DR*

SASB DR

Mother DR*

Father DR*

.405
.379
.314

6
5
5

5
4
5

6
6
6

6
N/A
6

.085
.092
.106

7
6
7

7
7
8

7
6
8

7
7
9

*These variables are presented for completeness, but were not found to be significantly related to
HWP.
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High HWP
Participant 5: Splitting, Idealization, and Hope
Excerpt from ORI self as sexual being description (DR level: 4):
Like loving, I'm very loving. Loving, caring, but to a point. Like for my wife, for instance, I love
her so much. But there's a certain point where she'll do something I ask her not to do, and me
and her, we fist fight. But I feel overwhelmed. I can't say “a good person,” but I'll try to
understand somebody. [Interviewer: And as a sexual being?] I'm a happy person. Just a happy
sexual being, I don't know. I don't understand the question...
This participant is a 37 year-old Latina woman, currently living in a homeless shelter and
recently coupled with a woman, referenced above as her wife. In the above description of herself
as a sexual being, her difficulty conceptualizing the question is apparent. Aggression and
sexuality seem poorly differentiated, and she acknowledges her tendency to “feel overwhelmed.”
When the interviewer queries for more information, she appears to try to stabilize her experience
by calling herself “happy,” retreating from the more troubling emotions and experiences
provoked by the task of describing her sexual self. The static and unintegrated extremes within
this description, as well as the apparent overwhelm and confusion the task of describing the
sexual self provokes, contribute to its score of 4.
Since the first interview – which followed the sudden death of her abusive husband – this
participant began a relationship with her female roommate at the homeless shelter where she
resides. She describes the relationship, which she considers a marriage, as being salutary in her
wife’s greater concern for her welfare compared to men with whom she had been involved. The
relationship also inspires her to abstain from drugs. The participant alludes to an unstable
childhood, including being homeless for a time. She does not provide a description of her father
on the ORI, saying that she “never knew” him, but also that he “was always trying to like
sexually feel on me, because he said I looked like my mother.” (Her response was treated as a
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refusal and was not queried or assigned a DR score.) The “never” knowing him juxtaposed with
a description of his “always” egregious behavior suggests both a poorly integrated object, as well
as a traumatic response, in which reality testing can be compromised (Herman, 1992). She
reported one incident of her father touching her sexually when she was a child, though in the
above description suggests that this was not an isolated incident, and also reported a man raping
her as a teenager. She also currently reported a high level of psychological distress. Sequelae of
her childhood trauma might also be manifesting in her less integrated object representations and
in the borderline defenses she appears to employ.
Almost all of this participant’s narratives (marked by elevated WRAD) revolve around
her relationship with her wife. This pattern is not surprising given both the dramatic changes in
her life since this relationship began, and also because her sexual identity seems largely defined
by the people with whom she is involved. While the participant identified as bisexual during this
interview as well as the year before, her fantasy life has shifted exclusively to women, which she
attributes to her relationship with her wife. When the interviewer asks her to confirm that in the
last year, since her husband died, she has not had any sexual attraction to or fantasies about men,
she agrees, explaining, “’Cause I didn’t want to go through the same shit he put me through,”
including being physically abused, using drugs, and prostituting to earn money for their drug use.
Perhaps not surprising given the abuse she reports suffering at the hands of men (her husband,
her father), she does not articulate a differentiated dimension of her sexuality in which she had
been or could be attracted to men, and instead seems to conflate attraction to men with the
arduousness of her relationship with her husband. When the interviewer asks her about her
extremely positive descriptions of her husband in the last year’s interview, she attributes those
glowing descriptions to her being “high all the time,” and being eager to please him.
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Representative of her object relational level, though posing her relationship with her wife
in starkly different terms, she also seems idealizing of her in a way that disallows a more
complete representation, including her wife’s tendency to violence. In her descriptions of her
relationship with her wife, themes of control and lack of control – both of affect and of other
people – are dominant. In one narrative passage, she describes arguments with her wife
escalating to the point where she thought they might “fist fight,” but that her wife then “held
herself back.” Implicit throughout the interview, here she explicitly contrasts her relationship
with her wife to those she has had with men:
I guess it's the way she's showing me a lot of patience. She's showing me a lot
of…she's been very patient with me, very patient, right? I mean I can remember
in the beginning of the relationship when I was pushing her away, I treated her so
bad. I mean awful because I was afraid of making a commitment to her. And she
waited patiently until I was ready. See in a relationship with a man, it was never
having the patience to wait. Either you want to be with me or bye. Or I've always
had, I've always been so lucky to get in a relationship with men that just wanna
take me to the hotel on the first date that we always, you know. But with her it
was different. She said,"[Name], I'm going to give you all the time you need until
you're ready." And she wasn't with nobody in that time that she was waiting for
me to be ready, she never disrespected me like being with another person or even
flirting with girls in front of me. She wasn't with me so she wasn't, she was a
grown ass woman. She's 48 years old. She could have been with anybody she
wanted, do whatever the hell she wanted to do. But she didn't, and that made me
even want to be with her more. And once I got into the relationship with her, I
don't know its like she shows me more love and more, she's gentle with me. And
on the other hand, men are not. And it's different. I've been in both relationships
with men and with women. And for me I feel more loved, more wanted, protected,
and happier than I've ever been in my life with her.
She speaks of her appreciation for the difference of her wife’s approach to her compared
to men in her past, including the respect of various kinds that she has shown her. Her description
of her wife as “gentle,” however, must be considered alongside the many references to her
tendency to violence and the threat of physical violence in their relationship. These aspects of her
wife’s personality are disparate enough so as to not even appear oscillating within one
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description, but instead to exist as separate, polarized representations that emerge over the course
of the interview. Such a quality seems to manifest in more vivid, immersive language, and hence
higher RA.
As mentioned above, the content of this participant’s narratives almost exclusively
involve her wife, which is consonant with the idea that her sense of herself as a sexual being is
strongly connected to those with whom she is involved. As seen in other qualitative examples
above, the level of development of her object relational schemas may not allow for the
extrapolation of a sexual self that exists both as part of and separate from intimate relationships.
This diffusion of boundaries between herself and romantic partners may result in an intense need
for control so as to preserve a vulnerable bond across a tenuous boundary. When she describes
the types of arguments she has with her wife, she cites her own “trust issues,” explaining:
Just silly me. If it wasn't me, I would say her. But it's me. She'll stay in the
bathroom talking with the feet, because they got a thing in the shelter where the
females go and we have to use the same freaking bathroom, and she'll stay stuck
in there conversating with them. And I told her about doing that. I said go in the
bathroom, do what you get to do, and come back. What the hell you hanging out
in a bathroom where people got to go and use the toilet, or they're showering? No.
You know? So sometimes she'll get caught up in the little gossips that are going
around. And I have to go in there and drag her out, you know. Silly things, it's
stupid things. Or if I told her I don't want to in this girl's face. And then let's say
10 minutes later she's in the girl's face. She'd say, "Well she was asking me a
question." I said, "Well you should have told her I don't know, and keep on
walking."
Suggesting a difficulty regulating affect, she both dismisses her distress at her wife’s
interactions with other women (“silly me,” “stupid things”) while also seeming immersed in her
anger when describing them. Alongside the intense anxiety that arises from her wife interacting
with others exists a threat of violence that must be controlled. But she poses her wife as different
than men in this regard:
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She’s never put her hands on me but she has acted like she’s going to, in one of
our heated fights or arguments, so we’re working on it. At least she’s trying to
work on it. They didn’t want to, you know, I’m not saying because men are
abusive. Women are abusive, too. But the difference is she’s working on it, you
know. And she talks to me about things. They never did. It was either this way or
no way. And I told her it’s not going to be like that in this relationship. You
know, and she even tells me, “When you’re angry at me, don’t lash out at me,
talk to me.” See cause I get to commenting, to cursing her the fuck out, so then
she gets so angry, right?
Here she conflates her wife with women in general, in a way that she contrasts to men. Her
intense need for this relationship to be different from those in the past is palpable, but is achieved
through splitting, both between men and women, and within the representation of her wife. The
loss of complexity that this defense entails is clear. Yet, perhaps particularly in the wake of
giving up substances, this participant shows a need for something to give her hope, as well as a
way of managing her own aggression. Certainly her love towards her wife is likely a factor in her
idealized portrayal of her, as well.
Low HWP
Participant 45: Conflict and Stigma
Excerpt from ORI description of self as a sexual being (DR level: 7):
Well I guess I feel very comfortable about my sexuality, but I'm also very, I don't know, I guess
the first thing I think of is I'm very picky. I'm not like someone, some people are very, I guess, a
little bit more free about it and they’re like, just, I don't know, [with] somebody else every week,
whatever, and no big deal. I'm definitely not like that. I guess I'm sort of more of an emotional
person so I guess more sort of, like, relationship-oriented, but within the framework of the
relationship I feel very comfortable with it, it feels very natural.
In the above description, this participant, a 37 year-old Latina woman, implicitly
acknowledges a difference between attachment and sexuality, suggesting that she needs the first
to more comfortably experience the second. She connects her preference for experiencing
sexuality in the context of a relationship to her being an “emotional” person, in general. This

110

description suggests that her sexual self is both related to and differentiated from other parts of
herself: that sexuality can exist in the context of attachment but is also a force with which she is
“comfortable.” Her score of 7 on this item reflects this ability to differentiate and describe the
sexual self.
Over the course of the interview, however, the above view is complicated. She describes
herself as “picky,” and this term takes on another cast when considered in light of her subsequent
description of feeling somewhat “detached” from her sexuality, and that it is “sort of on the
backburner,” which she attributes to not being in a relationship. Of note is that this participant
endorsed a relatively high level of distress, and during her Time 1 interview endorsed a sexual
abuse history. Her level of distress and sexual trauma were not discussed in the interview, but
they are relevant when considering how she speaks of her sexual self.
When the participant says in the ORI description that she is comfortable regarding her
sexuality, in light of the rest of the interview, it seems that “sexuality” may refer to sexual
behavior and experiences rather than sexual identity, and this conflict may be apparent in her low
rate of higher WRAD speech. Throughout the interview she describes discomfort with her sexual
identity as a bisexual woman. She speaks about how she does not have “partly the confidence,
[…] partly the courage or the desire to kind of be ‘out.’” She locates the stigma around
bisexuality and homosexuality partially in society at large, but most acutely in her family. Her
parents’ negative comments around homosexuality have led her to feel that “it’s not important
enough” for her to be public about her sexuality. Her language around imagining coming out as a
bisexual woman is striking given her trauma history, as she speaks in terms of exposure,
vulnerability, and shame. Being “the first” in her family to come out leads her to feel that she
would be too “public” about her sexuality, connecting being out to being “out there” in a way
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that suggests vulnerability to attack. Several times during the interview she imagines her family
members privately talking about her, considering her sexuality at best odd and at worst
“disgusting.” She also fears telling female friends about her same-sex attractions, believing they
might see her as a sexual threat. For this participant, it is possible that her history of trauma
interacts with social stigma around bisexuality, giving rise to feelings of threat and shame.
This participant’s interview had only one passage of elevated WRAD, and its emergence
is noteworthy in an otherwise rather muted interview in which it seems that she is trying to
minimize her affect. In discussing her connection to the LGBT community over the past year,
she says:
I haven't really done anything like in this past year except for that this past
January, some of the stuff I do is in theater, and I was stage managing a play
written by someone who's a lesbian, and the whole, like, basically the whole play
was about, like, play like a lot of her plays have, like, you know, lesbian, you
know, I guess themes in it, and anyway so it was at the center actually and pretty
much everybody in the show was gay almost. It felt really good, you know? And
her and her partner, her partner was the director, she was the writer. That was a
total accident how I got involved in that, anyway. I didn't really seek it out, I just,
they were hiring and I found out about them and we started working together, but
I mean that felt, that felt really good.
She then contrasts herself to the “very, very out” director and writer, marveling at their comfort
publically asserting a sexual identity, recalling how “they’re just out there with it.” There is some
disfluency apparent in the above passage as she mentions the presence of lesbian themes in the
play, suggesting some emergence of conflict over same-sex desire or lesbian identity. When
describing what made the experience so positive, she describes the communal feeling of the allfemale production, as well as the strength of the director who “stands up for herself,” leaving the
participant feeling “inspired.” She later explains that greater proximity to lesbians over the last
year has been “intriguing,” and “awakens that side” of her sexuality. At the same time, towards
the end of the interview she projects that she will “never” have the courage to come out, calling
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this her “private pain.” While acknowledging the power of this reluctance and wondering if she
is “missing out” on having relationships with women, she seems to isolate this aspect of her
desire, keeping it in a place of impossibility and longing. Her affect, however, seems more
activated when, in the above description, she talks about working on a production with lesbian
themes, among women. While this participant forecloses any possibility of being “out,” she does
not foreclose her attractions to women when thinking of her sexual identity. This combination –
suggesting a degree of internal integration that does not have an outlet in behavior or declared
identity – seems to land her in a melancholic position. Different dimensions of identity can
perhaps be integrated at different levels, and more or less integrated with each other. This state of
melancholy and conflict might have a corollary in her low rate of immersive and narrative
language.
From the limited information available in the interview, it is impossible to know the
function of her reluctance around exploring the possibility of a relationship with women and her
own same-sex desire. One can only speculate about how, for instance, her sexual abuse history
informs her view of her sexuality and the risks of being “out,” or complicates her differentiating
from her family’s wishes for her.
Of note is the role that fantasy plays for this participant, as it seems that in this realm she
can play out a more integrated sexual identity than she feels able to in the world. Her ability to
“use” the space of fantasy could be representative of more differentiation and relatedness in her
object representations. While she struggles to imagine how her dual attractions would actually
have a place in a relationship, she says, “in terms of my identity or my fantasy world or
whatever, sure, they can share space all they want. It’s not a problem.” Fantasy also exists as a
realm over which she has control, helping her feel “safe” since she “can turn the switch on and
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off.” This experience of fantasy contrasts sharply with that of Participant 16, discussed above,
who found her fantasy life out of her control and characterized by painful repetitions of a past
relationship. This participant uses fantasy as a substitute for actual sexual behavior, particularly
since she says that she is not pursuing relationships with men now due to recent negative dating
experiences. The interview does not allow for a clear statement about the role of fantasy in her
life, and how much it might function in a way that is adaptive or problematic. It seems that it
allows her to gain sexual satisfaction without acting for the myriad reasons that she may not want
to, some potentially related to past sexual abuse. The degree to which fantasy provides escape
from reconciling problems in reality or a way to work through some of her conflicts that might
ultimately lead to a more expansive and expressive sexuality is not clear.
Qualitative Discussion of All Interviews: Gender
The above section examined the significant relationship that was found between DR level
and measures of high RA. This discussion considered how participants with different degrees of
complexity of their object representations might tend towards different defenses and other
intrapsychic processes, with particular effects on levels of RA and Reflection in the interviews.
Also considered was how sexual identity was represented in the interviews, with differences
between the two groups – differentiated by DR levels – highlighted. Part of this discussion
examined how the interviews differed along an axis of integration-diffusion, and how these
qualities manifest thematically as women discussed their (bi)sexual identities. A recurrent topic
in many of the interviews that warrants a separate and more detailed examination is gender. It is
not surprising that this subject would be a prominent one for this sample of bisexual women who
are grappling with what it means and has meant to them to be attracted to and have relationships
with both men and women in a monosexual society. In addition to gender being relevant in terms
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of content, in terms of the study’s focus on the structural aspects of the self, here, too, could
gender be considered relevant. Recent theorizing about gender has seen this construct as a
dynamic entity, including as a “complex organization” (Stimpson, 2005) both socially and
intrapsychically, and as a “residue” of psychological processes, such as separation-individuation
(Harris, 2009, p. 170). That is, the experience and representation of gender is a process and
structure that could be seen as relating to other internal processes and structures. This section
will provide qualitative findings of how gender was represented in the interviews, with a more
theoretical discussion that integrates these findings into other aims of the project following in the
next chapter. Aspects of how the participants experienced gender echo the above discussion of
specific interviews in showing ways in which integration and splits can manifest.
As has been stated, gender is clearly an important and even definitional component of the
concept of “bisexuality” (even when this term is used as a sexual identity label and not to refer to
gender identity), and differences between men and women, masculinity and femininity, were
distinctions many participants acknowledged, some struggled with, and a few seemed to have
reached a creative and personally meaningful way of integrating. Distinctions made along gender
lines in participants’ interviews were often consonant with those made in the larger culture (such
as women being more emotionally available and competent than men) and that may have been
particularly salient in their communities (such as ascribing different degrees of power to men and
women, which is relevant in society at large but might be more overt in some communities).
How gender was divided and represented, though, also took on a highly personal quality in the
interviews, providing a nodal point at which to examine how the cultural surround interacts with
intrapsychic dynamics. Categorical gender is something that participants are called on to
negotiate, and the degree to which gender remained split or integrated, as well as the nature of

115

the split or synthesis, often represented meaningful intrapsychic dynamics. Ways in which
participants spoke about men or women, of course, could also express sexual and romantic
preferences that are irreducible. Some characteristics of how gender was represented will be
discussed, specifically: how sexual and romantic relationships affect the gendered feeling of self,
how distinctions between men versus women serve psychological functions, and how some
participants sought creative, integrative, and enlivening ways of bridging the gender binary.
For some participants, a degree of gender fluidity followed their shifting sexual
attractions to men and women. This fluidity was not so profound as to lead any participants to
explicitly question their “core” gender identities, but rather the different gendered identifications
that being in relationships with men or women evoked were more easily tolerated by some, at
times leading to an expansive sense of having many identifications on which to draw in a way
that could feel liberating and transcending of a gender binary. For other participants, this burden
of tolerating disparate identifications led to confusion or distress, and could be used to support
their own pathologizing of bisexuality. Generally distress followed conflating gender and sexual
identity in a way that supported the “heterosexual complementarity” discussed in the first
chapter.
This theme was of sexual relationships with men versus women evoking different
gendered aspects of the self was highlighted in some of the interviews discussed above. For
Participant 22, described in the preceding section, her sexual responses to women could make
her feel “like a man,” and as she negotiates her sexual identity and the different nature of her
attractions to men and women, she uses gendered terms to describe her shifting positions. There
is a suggestion that due to her sexual attractions to women, she is not feminine or “woman”
enough for her current boyfriend, whom she feels might deserve a woman who is entirely
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heterosexual, suggesting someone who – to her – would be more consonant along lines of gender
and sexuality. Her attractions to women can make her feel “lesbianish” in a way that she
describes as “masculine.” At the same time, in relationships with women, she feels that there is
“something missing,” suggesting an identification as a woman in need of a man or “male
energy.” She describes in the past using a more androgynous gender presentation as a means of
regulating what felt like problematic sexual behavior, eschewing a feminine gender presentation
in order to control her sexuality. For this participant, her conflict around attractions to men
versus women and how to negotiate them in a committed relationship are experienced as
connected to different gendered aspects of the self, and include her tendency to conflate gender
and sexual identity. As was discussed above, these are experiences and terms that she is actively
negotiating on her own and is considering discussing with her boyfriend to possibly incorporate
into their emotional and sexual life together.
For Participant 29, a 32 year-old White woman who considers herself bisexual, these
concerns played out on a bodily level. In grappling with her sexual identity, she made reference
to her weight as a barometer of her attractions and even gender identity. Having gained weight
since her long-term boyfriend went to prison about two years before the interview, she had come
to feel more masculine in having a larger body, with “broad shoulders,” and considered adopting
a more masculine gender presentation. In imagining doing so, she thought she could then more
vigorously pursue women by occupying a male position. This participant experienced sexual
attractions to women as calling upon a more masculine internal self-representation, with a
potential correspondence in her external appearance. She describes herself as “the man of the
two” when she is involved with a woman, including identifying with how “guys treat girls,” that
is, with an interest in sex but not commitment. She seems to experience this part of herself as
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difficult to reconcile with the part of her that desires men sexually due to their ability to penetrate
her, and to provide the more traditional family that she says she wants. Several times describing
herself as “confused,” she suggests that losing weight could help her resolve her position within
this binary, presumably returning her to a more feminine identification, including with a more
traditionally feminine body and desires (that is, for a masculine man). At the same time, she also
considers embracing feeling more masculine herself, and seeking out a girlfriend. Her
referencing the body and use of gender terms slides between the concrete and metaphorical.
Seeking to adopt a more masculine presentation would perhaps allow access to a self-state or
internal representation that she associates with power, dominance, sexual aggression, and a
particular type of sexual experience, while her more feminine presentation seems linked to a
secure social position, protection, and a different kind of sexual experience. While it is hardly
unusual or problematic for different sexual or love objects to evoke different aspects of the self,
for this participant these different aspects feel stark, irreconcilable, and to cause distressing
identity confusion, including an unsettling uncertainty about desires for the future. This
participant’s traumatic early history involving a violent father and victimized mother likely
informs these splits and the difficulty imagining a more integrated third position between
strength and vulnerability.
Participants who frequently evoked gender distinctions in discussions of their sexual
identity often also spoke in terms of rapprochement themes, or conflicts over closeness and
distance in relationships. This pattern could make sense developmentally, as recognizing and
assigning meaning to sexual differences is associated with this developmental subphase (Mahler,
Pine, and Bergman, 1975). These participants often had what seemed like an avoidant emotional
style. Their representations of men and women held important information about how they
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regulated intimacy. The split also expressed particular object relational constellations and
different parts of the self in conflict.
Participant 12, a 33 year-old Latina woman who identified as “bicurious,” used gendered
terms in describing her internal qualities, and in comparing herself to others. She feels that she
was “born a woman but [with] the brain of man.” While her feminine gender presentation is
something that she values, she also seems to associate “the brain of a man” with the desirable
qualities of power, dominance, and control. Such a sharp distinction leads her to feel that she has
a “split image and personality,” and could be related to a general “confusion” that she describes
around her sexual identity, particularly regarding how to integrate her attractions to women into
her sexual identity and behavior. She poses herself as both the subject and object of desire in her
masculine and feminine identifications, and these identifications seem to remain in conflict
rather than combining in a manner that leads to a more comfortable sense of identity. Such a
stark difference between being a subject or object may also play a role in her stated difficulty
maintaining relationships, as she struggles to reconcile these two positions. On top of mirroring
concrete cultural representations of femininity and masculinity (or women and men) in the larger
society or her community, this split between being an object or subject of desire expresses a
more general theme in this interview of conflicts over closeness and distance, control and
vulnerability. While she says that she takes pride in coaching her male friends about how to
seduce women, or accompanying them to female strip clubs, she also values men seeing her as “a
goddess,” and the “best” lover due to her desirable feminine attributes. Both qualities seem to
provide important feelings of self-regard, while also keeping her in a position of control over
others, protecting her from vulnerability. Masculinity and femininity are represented as different
modes of keeping control, and while her prowess in both modes provides important feelings of
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self-esteem, this way of relating could also compromise her ability to have and reflect on
relationships. While suggesting that she often feels rejected in relationships, she then
immediately shifts to describing herself as “a free butterfly,” reveling in her lack of attachment
and denying more vulnerable feelings.
Participant 38, a 34 year-old White woman, similarly evinced relational dynamics in her
representation of a gender divide. She identified as “bisexual, subtract emotion from it,” referring
to the emotional attachment that she experiences with women and not with men, though she is
sexually attracted to both sexes. In her descriptions of herself and her parents on the ORI, themes
of freedom and control emerge, and generally through the interview, she seems to struggle with
these concerns. Over the course of the interview, she shifts from speaking about women and their
emotionality in somewhat negative terms, to then describing relationships with women with
longing and tenderness, contrasting both of these portrayals with those of men. She first
characterizes women with the phrase, “Oprah moment,” given Oprah’s wish that “everybody put
your feelings out there.” The “Oprah moment” with women is contrasted with men’s “good
night, thank you, have a nice day” attitude, both referring to post-coital behavior as well as a
general relational style. While generally saying that she prefers “easier” relationships with men,
later in the interview when asked what she misses about being with women when she is with a
man, she answers, “everything,” speaking with a sudden tenderness about the completeness of
these relationships, saying that with women she is “not missing anything.” She goes on to
describe the satisfaction she feels in pleasing women sexually, calling this more pleasurable than
any other aspect of sex. This tenderness and greater emotionality seems guarded against in most
of the interview, as well as in past relationships that she describes. This gender divide and her
use of it suggests that it functions as a regulator of closeness and distance, as well as of

120

emotional abandon and control, with more tender and vulnerable feelings associated with
women, whom she also describes with some derision for these very qualities.
In addition to expressing intrapsychic dynamics, a split in gender representations could
be exacerbated by social or familial pressures around how one’s sexuality should manifest.
Several participants expressed a preference for women but were attempting to adhere to social
conventions to date men, and/or felt compelled by the greater social power and protection being
in a heterosexual relationship represents, thus foreclosing the possibility for relationships with
women. Alongside the influence of social pressures, the personal nature of this split could also
be seen. Participant 19 illustrates both influences as she tries to negotiate her sexual identity,
particularly after a significant change in her life.
This participant, a 27 year-old African American woman, had moved since her first
interview to the small Southern town where her family lives in order to take care of her sick
mother. Moving to her hometown placed her closer to her increasingly religious family, whom
she described as intolerant of homosexuality. She attributes being around her family, tending to
her sick mother, and “getting older” as motivations to have a more “normal” life, which includes
marrying a man and having children. Hence she has shifted her sexual and romantic attention
from women to men, despite describing men in rather disparaging terms. Part of this
disparagement may be motivated by feeling coerced – through external and internal forces – to
pursue men despite describing more investment in women. A “traumatic” breakup with a female
partner might also be a factor in seeking out men, whom she deems “simpler.”
Throughout the interview, she considers how she could maintain relationships with both
sexes, saying that she would want “both” men and women “all the time.” Reflecting on the
future, she describes her ideal situation as one in which she would be married to a man and also
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have a primary girlfriend, suggesting a desire for an ongoing emotional attachment to one
woman. This wish for her life in the future – which she characterizes as unrealistic – shows an
attempt to reconcile marrying a man (with whom she could also have a sexual relationship) with
an ongoing sexual and emotional relationship with a woman.
Women are associated with emotional closeness and men with serving a function. She
shares that her sexual fantasies about women involve “intimacy,” while her fantasies about men
involve “their tool.” She explains the difference with a metaphor, characterizing men’s role in
her sexual fantasies as being “like a workout machine,” and “then when I’m done, I’m done,”
whereas sex with women in her fantasies is “more like the exercise itself versus the workout
machine.”
She often takes on a disparaging tone when talking about men and a wistful one when
discussing women. In their connection to greater emotional closeness, women seem connected to
loss and emotional pain, while men and their connection to having children and acceptance in her
family seem like a protection against this loss. Men are presented as more instrumental and
demanding less emotional involvement (and hence less emotional risk). In contrast, her
emotional connections to women end up being “traumatic” as her relationships with women have
typically ended in great pain. Loss or the fear of loss runs through this interview, and in addition
to providing social conformity and the potential for a family, men may also provide a buffer
against potential pain. The gender split she emphasizes expresses her struggle over conflicting
desires (including the degree to which she should adhere to her family’s expectation) and could
also be a strategy to manage potential loss in drawing a sharp line between painful emotionality
on one side, and safe distance on the other.
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Finally, several participants spoke explicitly of seeking ways of bridging or integrating
gender differences in a manner that felt more complete and less like an either/or choice, either in
fantasy or in the course of a relationship. Participant 36, described in the above section, is an
example of the latter. While she describes having felt like she would have to choose between
greater emotional security and comfort with women or more erotic excitement with men, she
describes feeling both safety and excitement with her new female partner. She portrays this
integration as a dynamic tension between eroticism and security, for instance experiencing a
“fear of loss” dynamic within her relationship in a way that is both exciting when it arises and
reassuring when it can be worked through. Having described her sexual desires as being quite
fluid with respect to gender over the course of her life, she imagines how she might negotiate
such shifts in the context of the monogamous relationship she hopes to have with her partner.
She believes her relationship with her partner, including their sexual relationship, would be a
place to bring these shifting desires, seeing their relationship as flexible enough to incorporate
them. She says, “I think we […] both feel a lot of room within our sexual dynamic for playing
out gender in a lot of different ways, and so it feels like there's a lot of room for the gender, the
different aspects of the kind of gendering that I desire.”
Participant 32, a 27 year-old Caucasian woman identifying as “mostly straight,” arrives at
a different kind of synthesis. She describes a preference for dating men, both due to the
comparatively greater intensity of her feelings for them and the homophobia that she feels in her
family. After an exciting sexual encounter with a female coworker, however, she describes
feeling more intrigued by the possibility of dating a woman, though still imagined that her
primary relationship would be with a man. She portrays her feelings towards men in terms of
intense desire and longing, saying, “I feel like my whole body is worrying about them or
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wanting,” and “You’re hooked and you’re crushing hard, you can’t stop thinking about them.”
She contrasts this to the more “fun” and safer feeling with women, whom she experiences as
“cute.” Her portrayal of men resonates with how she described her relationship with her father
who was not a regular presence in her life as a child, and whom she often thought of and worried
about. Over the course of the interview she speaks more about the possibility of pursuing
women, and when the interviewer orients her towards the future, she considers for what she
describes as the first time that her ideal object might be a more masculine woman who offers her
both the feeling of being “an object,” as well as emotional intimacy. She contrasts this
hypothetical woman to the “girlie girls” with whom she has been involved, saying this imagined
woman would be “like a transsexual,” and not like “a woman with breasts,” thus offering a
“contrast” between their bodies, providing the “mysterious” quality that she craves. While
analyzing this fantasied object runs the risk of needlessly pathologizing it, such an image does
seem appropriate for the developmental level of her sexual self (having earned a score of 5 on
the self as sexual being item) in its focus on polarized and concrete properties. The participant is
clearly trying to integrate these disparate properties into a combinatorial image, which might
play an important role as she further explores her sexual self. She seems pleased and even
excited to have arrived at what she considers a “third possibility.”
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Chapter 5
DISCUSSION
This study examines how the quality of internal representations of the self and significant
others might inform how visceral experience translates into a sexual identity, and how this
translation manifests linguistically. The terms in this question were specified in a way that
would allow quantitative study: Does the quality of internal representations of self and
significant others, specifically regarding the differentiation and relatedness achieved in these
schemas, relate to how a sample of dually-attracted women discusses their sexuality and sexual
identities? This research seeks to put affect and sexuality in conversation with object relational
concepts, examining how these ideas might inform each other.
Though the sample consists of bisexual women, the data they provided in this study gives
an occasion to discuss sexuality in general, though later in this discussion special attention will
be paid to concerns unique to the bisexual experience.
Discussion of Quantitative Results
The first quantitative finding revealed a negative correlation between the degree of
differentiation and relatedness, and measurements of high WRAD. These findings occurred on
the level of self, self as sexual being, and mother when compared to MHW of the interviews, and
on the level of self as sexual being when compared with HWP of the interviews. The qualitative
analysis in the previous chapter closely examined high WRAD language in selected interviews.
The different qualities of language and affect that were highlighted in this analysis will be
integrated into the discussion in this chapter.
According to these results, the women who showed greater differentiation and relatedness
in their object relations tended to not be as immersed in their narratives as those with lower
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object relational levels. This finding could be considered consonant with other findings (Halfon,
2011; Goldfine, 2010; Fertuck et al., 2004; Jepson & Bucci, 1999) that Referential Activity does
not have a static meaning or indicate a discrete intrapsychic process whose value can be stated
without other relevant information. Instead, Referential Activity must be understood in a context
– of the task, the speaker, the speaking situation – or in relation to other measures. In the context
of the interviews for this project, women who struggled more around differentiation and
relatedness tended to show higher levels of emotional immersion in their narratives and less
reflection as they discussed their sexuality and sexual identities. How can this finding be
understood?
Rather than confirming the hypothesized idea that more differentiation and relatedness in
object representations would be associated with participants’ fuller immersion in the interview,
as represented by the vividness of language used, instead the data suggests that more complex
object relational schemas could be associated with a regulatory capacity as the participants
engage in a discussion around their sexuality.
Object relational theory conceptualizes the role of internal representations of self and
other, including how instinctual forces and early experiences interact to create the mind. The
psychological effects of the degree of integration of disparate elements of these representations
has been specified by many writing in this tradition, including by Jacobson, who emphasized the
integration of disparate affects in addition to other elements of a representation. Mitchell and
Black (1995) provide a summary of Jacobson’s description of the functions of affectively
integrated images of self and other, and this description captures ideas expressed by many other
object relational theorists. They summarize that such an attainment provides psychological
advantages, including:
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[A]n ability to register and to tolerate differences between one’s
emotional state and that of an important other; gradations in
emotional response enhancing capacities to think and to learn that
are jeopardized by unqualified acceptance or complete rejection;
the ability to be disappointed by someone but still love her; and
tolerance of anger without an internal collapse and a loss of a sense
of one’s being worthwhile or loving (p. 51).
This description includes cognitive, relational, and affective dimensions, as well as a
consideration of the experience of the self. It emphasizes the affect tolerance, regulation, and
modulation that integrated internal representations provide, including a related cognitive capacity
that such functioning allows. Additionally, just as more attuned early experiences are thought to
lead to greater integration of object representations – with all of the enhanced capacities implied
– such early experiences may also create less of a burden on these capacities. Theorists such as
Jacobson (1964) and Kernberg (1967) have focused on how the child’s experience of frustration
in early relationships can lead to a preponderance of aggressive drives, in addition to a
compromised capacity to manage them. To the extent that lower DR scores are artifacts of
frustrating early experiences, those participants with such scores might have more powerful
aggressive drives to manage. Viewed from the perspective of Bucci’s theory, it is possible that
the referential process could be expressing more intense emotional schemas in those participants
with lower DR scores.
The cognitive capacities that are facilitated by greater affect regulation and ability to
summon higher order defenses could be evident in the study results. The higher levels of
Reflection found in the interviews of those participants with higher levels of differentiation and
relatedness of the self and self as sexual being representation suggests a capacity to achieve
adequate distance from affect in order to speak more conceptually. This finding recalls the focus
of ego psychology on the functions of the ego, such as reality-testing, self-observation, and
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reflection, achieved by modulating the drives in the face of reality. Hartmann writes of the
“neutralization” of drives arising from an “average expectable” environment. Though these terms
are no longer generally used in psychoanalytic formulations, the prototypical version of this
process that occurs between mother and child is. Mahler’s conceptualization of the mother
serving an “auxiliary ego” function for the child, enabling development through her regulation
persists in ways in which early interactions are understood as formative. The finding that the DR
level of the self representation was negatively correlated with the Reflection/WRAD covariation
– seen as a measure of the ability to immerse and then reflect – further suggests the role that an
integrated object relation may have in affect regulation.
A related way of understanding these results is to consider the role of primary and
secondary processes. In Bucci’s cognitive model, there is a conceptual link between aspects of
the primary process and the subsymbolic system, though these systems have important
distinctions and are not considered synonymous (Bucci, 1997: Solano, 2010). In fact, Bucci
(1997) posits her subsymbolic and symbolic systems as more explanatory alternatives to the
concepts of primary and secondary process, though again, not in a completely overlapping way.
Freud made this distinction to delineate two psychic modes with their own systems of operating.
The concept of primary process emerged from the need to acknowledge and systematize a realm
of psychic functioning that differed from the more traditionally studied aspects of what he came
to call secondary process, such as reasoning, judgment, and controlled action. Primary process is
associated with the realm of dreams and the multivalent meaning of symptoms where
condensation and displacement are operant, producing a fantasied object for satisfaction. In
contrast, secondary process binds energy so it then “flows in a more controlled manner: ideas are
cathected in a more stable fashion while satisfaction is postponed, so allowing for mental
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experiments which test out the various possible paths leading to satisfaction” (Laplanche &
Pontalis, 1973, p. 339). The ego serves a regulatory function, inhibiting the primary process in
order to facilitate the rationality and logic of the secondary.
The history and meaning of the primary process in psychoanalysis is extensive and at
times contradictory (Yigael, 2005) and the important vicissitudes of its development in Freudian
metapsychology and beyond will not be reviewed here. Instead, the term will be employed in
keeping with contemporary usage that is more “metaphoric” (Raufman & Yigael, 2010), that is,
analogous to visceral experience and a realm outside of secondary logic. Soldt – in advocating
for a model in which primary and secondary thought are seen as persisting through life in a
dialectic – specifies their respective operations through affect and thought: “Whilst the concept
of the primary process refers to the undifferentiated affective quality of thought, the secondary
process means conceptually pervaded thought” (2006, pp. 36-7). He restates Freud’s conception
of the ego as serving an inhibiting or regulatory function so that thought may “concern itself with
the connecting paths between ideas, without being led astray by the intensities of those ideas”
(Freud, 1900, quoted in Soldt, 2006).
For those participants with lower levels of DR, in some cases, is language more
connected to or expressive of the primary process? This possibility could explain the at times
disorganized, confusing, and disruptive quality to some of the text of these interviews. In fact, an
association has been found between the presence of cognitive aspects of the primary process and
high levels of referential activity in psychotherapy sessions (Pavell, 1998). More complex object
relations could allow for access to more conceptual thought processes when discussing the
potentially affect-laden topic of sexuality. These object relational schemas could be associated
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with a capacity for inhibiting potentially disruptive affects to in turn allow for more reflection,
and even abstraction.
Some have integrated the concept of the primary process with object relational theory.
Loewald (1988), for instance, discusses how attachment between a separate self and other
includes a primary process level of organization, maintaining a degree of undifferentiation that
allows for relatedness. Robbins (2008) highlights similarities between Klein’s paranoid-schizoid
position and the primary process, arguing that they both are “describing the same mental state,”
as both involve some form of hallucinatory wish fulfillment. While assuming the progressive
nature of development of the secondary process and the depressive position, he – following
Loewald – emphasizes the availability of these earlier states throughout life. As more
differentiation and relatedness is achieved, perhaps a more fruitful and contained access to the
primary process is possible. Loewald emphasizes that a too firm dissociation between primary
and secondary process would be deadening, and we are enriched from the dialectic between the
two.
In fact, since Freud, some literature on the primary process has explored its connection to
creativity (e.g. Kris, 1952), and Arieti (1978) has proposed the term “tertiary process” for the
creative link between the two modes. Alongside the problems thought to arise from dissociation
of the primary and secondary processes, mental disturbance has also been conceptualized as too
much proximity to the former. Psychotic and borderline pathology, in particular, have been
understood through the lens of their relationship to the primary process. For instance, Kernberg’s
(1967, 1971) characterization of borderline pathology includes a tendency to primary process
thinking due to ego weakness. The internal structure provided by more integrated object relations
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has been implicated in a more optimal repression of the primary process. Perhaps the link
between these two modes is most adaptive – neither deadening nor chaotic.
Though not writing about primary and secondary process specifically, Green (1977) adds
a phenomenological dimension to the borderline experience that evokes aspects of these modes,
theorizing how the borderline person’s characteristic experience of the threat of both loss and
intrusion undermines the ability to think. He emphasizes the absence of connection and
communication among split parts of the self, not the split in the ego itself. He likens the split ego
in this pathology to “archipelagos” existing within a void, compromising the linking necessary
for higher-order thinking. Further, he sees borderline pathology as preventing the derivation of
functional value from transitional phenomena, and the creation of symptoms as a response to this
inability. This observation could be seen as having empirical support in Okie’s (1991) finding
that higher referential activity speech was associated with more symptomatology in a borderline
sample.
This discussion of borderline pathology and the primary process does not intend to imply
that those participants with lower levels of object relations have borderline pathology. (Though
some do seem to show some characteristics of borderline personality organization, namely
identity diffusion and splitting.) Discussing borderline pathology, in some theories thought to
entail a less defended position to the primary process, is intended to provide a more extreme
example in this consideration of a relationship between object relational level and immersive
speech. Just as the referential process expresses the adaptiveness of a connection between the
subsymbolic and symbolic levels, perhaps a more integrated object representation allows a link
between the primary and secondary process, in which the latter can have a modulating effect on
the former without requiring a problematic dissociation between the two.
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Analysis of Variance among ORI items
Despite the fact that there were no significant findings when DR levels were compared to
the texts of the ORIs (versus the text of the interviews), it is noteworthy that there were
significant differences on some language measures when type of ORI description was considered
(e.g., self, self as sexual being, mother, father). These linguistic differences between the four
types of ORI descriptions could suggest different characteristics of these particular internal
representations.
The one-way repeated measures analysis of variance data could be seen as confirming the
special quality of sexual identity, at least in terms of how the self as sexual being is represented
and expressed through language. This item had the lowest level of WRAD compared to the other
three ORI items (with a significant difference found between this item and both the mother and
father items), and the highest level of both Reflection (also significant when compared to both
mother and father) and Disfluency (significantly higher when compared to self and father).
While the meaning of these differences is not entirely clear, in applying theories of sexual
identity and sexuality, some meanings can be considered. Certainly, describing oneself as a
sexual being – the prompt for this item – is a difficult task. The ORI is considered a projective
technique (that accesses preconscious and unconscious aspects of object relational
representations), and therefore in reaction to this ambiguity, women would understand and
handle the task quite differently, some focusing on sexual behavior, others discussing their
sexuality in terms of sexual identity labels, and others by describing a more conceptual identity
that expressed the sexual side of the self as connected to other aspects of personality. These
different understandings informed the DR score assigned. The relatively low WRAD score for
this item on average across the sample suggests that women did not rely on narrative and vivid
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language to describe their sexual self. In contrast, the mother and father items showed
significantly higher WRAD levels, suggesting that in talking about these more distant and
differentiated objects, participants may have relied on illustrative stories or episodic memories.
Describing oneself as a sexual being, however, may demand representing a part of the self too
intimate or mysterious to externalize in this kind of language. Additionally, relevant narratives
may be too taboo to share. A description of the sexual self may be more likely to evade vivid
representation in language. Instead, participants relied on more cognitively inflected language to
capture this elusive concept, as represented in the relatively high level of Reflection. The higher
Disfluency level of this item might also indicate a struggle around representation as this measure
is associated with cognitive load and speech planning (Bortfeld, Leon, Bloom, Schober, &
Brennan, 2001).
These findings could provide tentative confirmation for the enduring “enigmatic” nature
of sexuality as described by Laplanche and Stein, and the related “unmirrored” quality theorized
by Fonagy. The “enigmatic” quality of sexuality, arising from its unconscious communication
from mother to child in a way the child cannot yet understand or begin to symbolize, persists
phenomenologically throughout life. The unmirrored quality of sexuality prevents it from being
elaborated and modulated in an early relationship the way other experiences would be, leaving a
remainder that is repressed and unsymbolized. This unmirrored quality of sexuality exists
(ideally) in a context of other experiences that are mirrored; it is these mirroring experiences that
various psychoanalytic thinkers have asserted are “intimately linked with the emergence of both
body image and ‘sense of identity’” (Lichtenstein, 1977, p. 76). The unmirrored, unsymbolized
quality of sexuality in early life, reinforced by its connection to taboo, may result in a difficulty
verbally representing the sexual self in an integrated fashion.
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This analysis also revealed some specific qualities to the father item on the ORI, and in
the context of psychoanalytic and developmental theory, they will be briefly considered. First,
the father description was the only ORI item whose DR showed no correlation with MHW.
Secondly, the father description had the highest WRAD of all four ORI descriptions (which was
found to be significantly different when compared to the self and self as sexual being items).
And finally, this description showed the lowest level of Reflection (achieving statistical
significance when compared to the self as sexual being item). Could these special characteristics
reveal information about the paternal representation?
The father in both psychoanalytic and developmental literature is typically posed as
serving a differentiating function, whether in creating an intrapsychic third position outside the
mother-child dyad in the Oedipus complex, orienting the child towards the wider world outside
of the family, or in Lacan’s concept of the Name of the Father situating the child/subject in the
symbolic order.
Empirical research using the ORI has also shown a particular meaning of the father
representation. In Blatt and Auerbach’s study of treatment-resistant inpatient adolescents, clinical
improvement was marked by different trajectories of affect tone for mother versus father
descriptions on the ORI (2001). In the sample studied, as patients showed clinical improvement,
their father descriptions became less benevolent (in contrast to greater benevolence shown in the
mother and therapist descriptions). This finding was understood as showing greater
differentiation from the father (with increased mutuality with mother and therapist) with clinical
improvement, as well as the likelihood that in this character disordered sample the father
representation is a container for negative feelings (Blatt, et al., 1996). Such patients “often use
hostile and negative feelings toward authority figures to establish and consolidate their struggles
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for differentiation” (Blatt & Auerbach, 2001, p. 126). Though this study was conducted with a
particularly disturbed sample, the suggestion of different psychological roles for the maternal
and paternal representations is intriguing.
Davies and Eagle (2013), in their review of psychoanalytic literature related to “the
paternal function,” summarize four discernible characteristics of this function. Of note is their
caution against conflating “the paternal function” with a father or male. While qualities that have
come to constitute the idea of “masculinity” (and hence be adopted by men) may overlap with
those of the paternal function, they wish to separate psychic function from traditional family
structure, gender roles, and biological sex. The four actions of the paternal function that they
identify all emphasize the “not mother” nature of this role: introducing a separation in the
symbiotic relationship between mother and infant; stimulating thought and symbolizing capacity
through spurring a triangulated mental space; supporting affect regulation and frustration
tolerance by interacting with the child in a way that can be more stimulating and “stretching”
than the more down-regulating interactions with the primary caretaker; and serving as an object
onto which the infant can project hostile feelings that arise in relation to the mother, stabilizing
the infant’s hatred.
This association of the paternal function with differentiation and distance from the self
and self-with-mother could be manifest in the way the father is described across the sample. The
greater distance could be associated with more narrative in the description of the father, with less
reliance on cognitive, conceptual words to articulate a description, and less disfluency. Narrative
and symbolizing could both create and suggest the need for a bridge to a more distanced object.
These reasons could also explain why the father DR level was not as powerfully
associated with the degree of immersion in the participants’ interviews. The other
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representations, possibly experienced as closer to the self, could be more relevant in a discussion
of sexuality, and thus exerted a more predictable and statistically discernible force.
Discussion of Qualitative Results: Gender
Related to the above considerations of how intrapsychic dynamics and structures affect
discussions of sexuality was the broad concept of gender, some of whose manifestations in the
study interviews were examined in the preceding chapter. Not only a relevant topic for a sample
of bisexual women discussing their sexual identities, gender has also increasingly been
understood as a representational and experiential process that links up with other aspects of
psychological functioning, and hence is in line with the object relational considerations of this
study. Harris (2009) has been systematic in exploring ways in which gender exists in relation to
intrapsychic processes. For instance, she has described gender as being “both vehicle and
consequence of the human need to negotiate boundedness and interaction,” in that it, like other
aspects of intrapsychic life, is an outgrowth of early relationships, of being oneself with another,
with all of the potential qualities and outcomes entailed (ibid, p. 124). Gender representations,
therefore, import social and cultural aspects while interacting with the intrapsychic. Along these
lines, the study data could be seen as validating the trend towards considering the personal and
individualized inflections and “use” of gender (Butler, 2003; Chodorow, 2012; Dimen 1991;
Goldner, 2003; Hansell, 2011; Harris, 1991, 2009; Jay, 2007), while not losing sight of the way
gender functions in a more concrete manner (such as on the biological and social levels) in a way
that feeds back into individual experience. In this way, gender representations evoke the active
dynamic between the intrapsychic and the social characteristic of sexual identity.
Person (1999) focuses on how gender meets psychological needs for internal
organization, much in the way that space, time, causation, and self-other differentiation order
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psychic structure. Though representing a complex interaction of intrapsychic, developmental,
and external factors, gender can come to feel fundamental to the self, as deeply private,
autonomous, and as originating from within. Some participants, however, also shared
experiences of gendered aspects of themselves feeling in conflict or discordant, either with each
other, with their biological sex, or with the sex of their partners. Such experiences might be
particularly relevant for bisexual women whose desire cuts across the gender binary, thus
potentially evoking different gendered aspects of themselves with different partners. (Though
such an experience is hardly limited to bisexual people.) Gender theorists’ notion of a
postoedipal sense of gender suggests multiplicity as a model for best understanding the
complexity of gender, rather than complementarity. A degree of tolerance for disparate aspects
of the self, including different identifications, would be required to reach a postoedipal position.
As with the degree of integration around sexual identity, the qualitative data shows women at
varying stages of development in this process, some evincing identity diffusion that lent their
representations of a gendered self a feeling of chaos, some coming up against the limitations of a
more concrete understanding of gender, others recognizing the possibility for an identity rooted
in an idea of multiplicity (though finding such an idea potentially destabilizing), and others
describing ways in which they feel enriched by their attempts at “playing” with gender. Theorists
of androgyny, whose work preceded current theories around postoedipal gender identity,
promote the idea of “a truly androgynous personality” in which the “best” aspects of what are
deemed masculine and feminine qualities can be combined with enriching effect (Bem, 1976, p.
51). The hopefulness and optimism of this conceptualization may be mirrored in some
participants’ expansive views of themselves as having a degree of freedom around gendered
identifications. This potential for gendered representations to be facilitative of development
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rather than stymieing can be seen in Butler’s move from viewing gender as “melancholic” (1990)
to instead capable of being reconciled within a “grievable life” (2003). The ungrieved erotic
longings for the same-sex parent that she has described as an inherently melancholic aspect of
gender identity formation have in her theorizing given way to a belief in the possibility (though
not inevitability) of mourning or sublimating desires for the same-sex parent in this process.
Other participants described gendered representations in which differences between men
and women, or masculinity and femininity, were stark. While such a practice is overdetermined
(and likely caused by a mix of intrapsychic, cultural, and experiential factors, including erotic
and romantic preferences), the split could hold important information about their internal worlds.
The strength of this split could suggest a defensive process at work, for instance to protect from
loss or intense emotional vulnerability, with one gender representing these possibilities and the
other emotional avoidance. The women who spoke in these terms during their interviews
appeared to on some level be struggling with this arrangement, searching for an optimal distance
in terms of intimacy, which they dramatized in gendered language.
Considering the many ways in which participants discussed and represented gender,
theories of multiplicity and a “postoedipal” way of thinking of gender would seem to allow for
the most freedom and least distress. Reaching and maintaining such a position would be
facilitated by more flexibility and ambiguity tolerance within internal and external factors, such
as greater internal integration of internal representations, and less stigma around bisexuality.
Discussion of High Rate of Sexual Abuse in Sample
Since it was so high, and is relevant to the topic of integrating a sexual identity, the high
rate of sexual abuse in this sample (57.5%) will be discussed. This rate is representative of
bisexual women in general (as well as of the broader category of women who identify as sexual
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minorities, including lesbians). Depending on the study, there has been found to be a 25-50%
higher prevalence of childhood sexual abuse for non-heterosexual individuals (Andersen &
Blosnich, 2013; Hughes, McCabe, Wilsnack, West, & Boyd, 2010; Walker, Hernandez, &
Davey, 2012). Andersen and Blosnich (2013) found a difference between the experiences of
lesbians and bisexuals, namely, that lesbians were twice as likely as their heterosexual peers to
experience sexual abuse in childhood, while bisexuals were three times as likely. A metaanalysis of studies examining prevalence of sexual abuse by sexual orientation (Friedman, et al.,
2011) found similarly high rates of such abuse among sexual minorities. This analysis found that
40.4% of bisexual females had experienced childhood sexual abuse, compared with 32.1% of
lesbians, and 16.9% of heterosexual females (ibid.). (Although the rates were lower for males,
they followed the same pattern by sexual orientation, with 24.5% of bisexual, 21.2% of gay,
4.64% of heterosexual men reporting sexual abuse in childhood.) The National Intimate Partner
and Sexual Violence Survey measured lifetime experiences of rape by sexual orientation, and
here, too, bisexual women were found to have higher rates (46.1%) when compared to their
lesbian (13.1%) and heterosexual (17.4%) peers (Black, et al., 2011).
In examining the connection between sexual abuse and adult sexual orientation, many
studies have rejected any direct causal link between the experience of childhood sexual abuse
and developing a non-heterosexual orientation (e.g. Balsam, 2003; Dietz, 2001; Russell, Jones,
Barclay, & Anderson, 2008). These research findings provide support for a non-stigmatizing and
non-reductive view of a sexual minority orientation in discounting the notion that such
orientations are formed in reaction to abuse. In fact, the stigma of sexual minority orientations
itself has been posited as a partial explanation for the higher rates of abuse in this population
(Balsam, 2003; Morris & Balsam, 2003; Rothman, Exner, & Baughman, 2011), including the
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possibility that potentially related gender non-conforming behavior could provoke violence
(Anderson & Blosnich, 2013).
Clearly, the relationship among sexual orientation, sexual identity, and abuse are
complex, and examining the links among them is beyond the scope of this work. Given the focus
of this project on the integration of a sexual identity, however, ways in which abuse might
inform this process will be briefly considered. Morris and Balsam (2003) found that lesbian and
bisexual women who had been sexually abused as children reported earlier awareness of their
sexual orientations – as well as earlier first same-sex encounters – than their non-abused peers.
One explanation for this finding is that women who have been abused in their childhood or early
adolescence are forced to confront their sexuality before their non-abused peers. Given the
relative lack of research into understanding the connection between abuse and sexual orientation,
Robohm et al. (2003) conducted a qualitative study to examine how lesbian and bisexual women
understood the relationship between their sexual identities and sexual abuse, if experienced; a
little over half of the women in their study believed there was such a relationship. The variety of
responses they gave implicitly supports a complex understanding of this connection. In
Robohm’s study, some participants doubted the validity of their same-sex desires, fearing that
they were in reaction to their distrust of men; others emphasized a distinction between their
sexuality and their sexual orientation, believing abuse had impacted the former but not the latter;
and others spoke of coming to terms with abuse as a catalyst for greater involvement in and
appreciation for sexual minority and “queer” communities. Some described abuse causing earlier
awareness of their sexuality and sexual identities in a way that was ultimately valuable in
accelerating acknowledgment of their socially stigmatized same-sex desires, while others felt
that this early exposure to sexuality led to greater inhibition and shame. And finally, some
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participants spoke of how being “out” as lesbians or bisexual women was itself the catalyst for
sexual violence in adolescence.
Such experiences could put an extra load on integrating an already socially burdened
sexual minority identity, including one that is bisexual. One could argue that a woman who has
been abused and has fluid sexual desires with regards to gender could have a particularly
difficult time experiencing her sexuality and romantic attachment in a way that is not overly
fraught, or unstable. For instance, if the perpetrator of abuse were male, one’s attractions to or
relationships with men could evoke this abuse, but relationships with women might also be
implicated in these past experiences, inciting the fear that they are “in reaction to” abuse, rather
than separate from it.
Higher levels of distress among bisexual individuals when compared to their heterosexual
and homosexual peers have been established (Cochran & Mays, 2007; Jorm, et al., 2002; Koh
and Ross, 2006). Robohm et al. (2003) suggests that this elevated distress is partially explained
by higher rates of trauma, though Jorm et al. (2002) find that when controlling for negative life
events, bisexuals still have higher levels of distress. Robohm et al. (2003) and others (e.g.
Finklehore and Browne, 1985; Hall, 1999) also emphasize how distress may be compounded by
being a sexual minority in a homophobic society. This idea is consistent with minority stress
theory (Meyer 2003; 2007). This theory considers how having a stigmatized social identity leads
to accrual of stress for the individual through objective (e.g. discrimination) as well as subjective
(e.g. internalized homophobia) factors. Indeed, these factors were endorsed in qualitative
interviews, and could be considered a burden in creating an integrated sexual identity. Despite
these elevated rates of distress, however, the above studies as well as this one have included
bisexual individuals who are not unduly distressed.
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The Interview Task, WRAD, and Comparison to Other Samples
The average WRAD of all 40 interviews in this study is .440. WRAD is often (but not
always) used as measure of language in psychotherapy sessions. The relationship between the
interviewer and participant in this data collection was not as overtly a transferential one. Some of
the qualities of language must be seen as an artifact of the task. Acknowledging the nature of the
task both potentially limits the scope of the findings, while also adding an important dimension
to them. How participants handled the task – and how this might vary by DR level – is
noteworthy. The study calls for reflection in its asking participants to speak about their sexual
identities, and how their bisexual identities in particular function in a monosexual world. In
addition, they were asked to reflect on changes in their sexuality since their previous interview,
about a year ago. The study could provide a kind of scaffolding towards more reflection, or
might be disorganizing for some participants. From the perspective of the process of the task as
compared to a psychotherapy session, however, the interview itself could serve as a container for
affect as the participant is guided and modulated by the interviewer who is more likely to pull for
reflection rather than affect. It seems that women with lower levels of differentiation and
relatedness may have had a more difficult time with this expectation.
This sample of interviews, though, shared some qualities with other samples, including
those culled from psychotherapy sessions. In order to establish norms for WRAD and other
related linguistic measures, one study examined data from the Switchboard Corpus, a large,
demographically balanced sample of conversational speech (Murphy, 2012). Mean WRAD and
standard deviation in that sample of conversational speech (N=514; M=.453; SD=.036) were
similar to those of both psychoanalytic sessions (N=24; M=.433; SD=.036) and mixed
psychotherapy sessions (N=24; M=.431; SD=.029), which are approximately 1.3 standard
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deviations below the neutral WRAD midpoint of .5 (ibid). These means are strikingly similar not
only to each other, but to the mean WRAD of the interviews of this sample (N=40; M=.440;
SD=.021). Despite the different characteristics among these tasks, there are some important
similarities, including that they include a discussion of a range of topics between participants. In
contrast, other tasks whose WRAD was studied produced different results. For instance, when
subjects in a study were asked to narrate a recent or distant event, WRAD scores increased (Five
Minute Monologue N=63; M=.512; SD=.049; Early Memories N=63; M=.570; SD=.049),
showing the measure’s responsiveness to different types of language (Murphy, 2011).
The mean Reflection level of the interviews in this study (M=.086; Median=.084
SD=.014) was significantly higher than from the study of conversational speech referenced
above (M=.063; SD=.020). This difference might underscore the demand of this study’s
interview task. Notably, even though the overall level of Reflection in this sample was higher
than in the study seeking to establish norms, there was still significant variation in the level of
Reflection based on DR level. The nature of the task seems to have encouraged a relatively high
level of reflective language overall, but those with higher DR scores used even more such
language. This finding of a comparatively higher level of Reflection in this sample than in
Murphy’s (2012) parallels that of the self as sexual being item having the highest level of
Reflection among all ORI items (significant when compared to the mother and father items),
showing a reliance on abstract and cognitive language when discussing sexual identity.
Lack of Findings in ORI text
That there were no significant findings when considering DR level and the linguistic
properties of the text of the ORIs (versus the interview text that follows the ORI items) may at
first seem surprising. One explanation for this absence could be the relative constriction of the
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task. Though a projective instrument, the prompts (and interaction with the interviewer around
the task) could limit how representative these descriptions are of each participant’s language
style. Specifically, the interviewer queries in order to elicit content needed to score the item, and
this emphasis may limit the variety of speech characteristics among participants. The interview,
which involved much more speech and likely elicited less directed intervention by the
interviewer, could have provided an opportunity for characteristic uses of language to emerge
more clearly. Another explanation could be that the relationship between DR level and WRAD
of the self and object descriptions did not occur in a discernible form unlike for DR and some
language measures in the interview text. The qualities of language captured by the applied
measures could mean different things at different levels of differentiation and relatedness, hence
not falling into a clear pattern. For instance, a high level of WRAD in a description of one’s
mother could indicate a contained and illustrative narrative about her, or a recollection that
represents one side of an unintegrated, oscillating description, thus in this case WRAD would not
correlate with DR level.
Validity and Applicability of Study Measures
The validity of the conclusions of this study certainly rest on the measures used being
valid, that is, measuring what they purport to measure. Following is a discussion of the validity
of the study’s scales – WRAD (and by extension, other DAAP measures) and DR – as well as a
consideration of their applicability to the study’s subject.
The validity of WRAD has been shown in terms of correlating with judges’ ratings of
texts (Bucci, Maskit, & Murphy, 2009; Bucci & Maskit, 2006; Kingsley, 2010) though of course
the conceptual underpinning of the measure (Bucci’s Multiple Code Theory) cannot be
empirically measured in the same way, as with all theories. The theory, however, can be assessed
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and put in dialogue with other theories. Criticism of Bucci’s Multiple Code Theory from a
classical psychoanalytic perspective comes from Gammelgaard (2006), who finds the emphasis
on the degree of connection between the subsymbolic and the symbolic to be missing an
important dimension, namely, the inevitable gap between sensation and representation, which
she sees as a kind of potential space. For Gammelgaard, who seeks to protect psychoanalytic
concepts from the encroachment of cognitive psychology, symbolizing is a kind of bidirectional
transformation attempted in this potential space, not (merely) a translation from the body to
symbol. While in this and other studies, Bucci’s measures seemed to capture important aspects of
participants’ language and to indicate different intrapsychic processes (based both on content
analysis and the correlations between DR and DAAP measures), Gammelgaard’s notion of a gap
adds an important emphasis on what happens in this potential space.
I would argue that such skepticism about Multiple Code Theory is waged on the
battlefield of metapsychology and the relative worth of empirical versus other data, and – while
important – need not discount the validity of the findings of this study. This consideration,
however, could add another dimension to interpreting the findings. Borrowing from
Gammelgaard’s critique and blending it with the study’s findings, the notion of a “potential
space” between sensation and representation could add explanatory power. Following Winnicott,
Ogden (1986) specifies what might happen when with suboptimal early caregiving there is a
collapse of potential space, including borderline phenomena and the breakdown of the
“dialectical process” and distinction between such entities as “me” and “not me,” symbol and
symbolized, and fantasy and reality (p. 204). Such theorizing dovetails with this study’s
understanding of lower DR levels being associated with greater immersion (akin to overwhelm,
in many cases) and lower levels of Reflection. Given the inherent dysregulation of sexuality, and
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the lack of social mirroring of bisexuality, in a discussion of sexual identity, perhaps being able
to use this potential space to gain more reflective distance is optimal. Questioning how potential
space is used – including within the task and population of the study and in which DR levels are
considered – could be seen as offering more explanatory power and enriching connection to
psychoanalytic theory than understanding the findings as showing the degree of connection
between the subsymbolic and the symbolic. Ultimately, given the different meanings that
Referential Activity has been shown to have across studies, thinking of the process of
representation as involving an ambiguous element of “potential” might begin to provide a
framework for acknowledging and systematizing the variety of meanings of RA and other DAAP
measures.
***
Implicit in this study is the idea that “integration” is a model that is optimal – or even
possible – for sexual identity. In the service of this belief, the DR scale was used, which
measures the ability to hold and integrate disparate aspects of self and other, forming a more
complex internal representation, with the effect of greater functioning. An extension of this scale
was developed by this author (DeMille, 2012), to apply to the “self as sexual being” item. An
assumption of the study was that higher DR scores suggest superior psychological functioning.
This belief has been supported by research using the DR scale, which has been found to correlate
with measures of psychotherapeutic change and clinical improvement (e.g. Blatt, et al., 1996;
Harpaz-Rotem & Blatt, 2009; Vermote, et al. 2009; Vermote, Lowyck, Luyten et al., 2010), as
well as to other measures, such as inversely correlating with the degree of anger response to
social exclusion (Erbe, 2014).

146

Despite the apparent validity of this scale, however, its use in this study could be
questioned. Given the understanding that sexuality is an inherently difficult force to isolate or
comprehend, and whose foreignness and drivenness are its essential qualities, is “integration”
really the best model for sexual identity? Is such a model for sexual identity one that risks
normalizing or restricting this unruly and “excessive” (Stein, 1998a; 1998b; 2008) force? More
pointedly, the results of this study were interpreted as showing that the integration of internal
representations suggests a degree of emotional modulation as seen in language, but sexuality was
posed as an entity that is uniquely unmodulated. Are the subject and scale mismatched? The ORI
more broadly could also present some complications as a measure. Beyond questioning
integration as a model for sexual identity, the special quality of sexuality might complicate the
relationship between object relations and sexuality. How relevant is object relational level to
sexuality and sexual identity? Sexuality could be a particularly conflicted area for someone with
more integrated object representations, or conversely, an area of well-being for someone with
less integrated object representations. The relationship between the two concepts is clearly a
complex one that cannot be reduced to a mere direct relationship.
Here I would like to make a distinction between “sexuality” and “sexual identity,” which
are related concepts that have arguably different relationships to the social and linguistic world.
In the distinction between “sexuality” and “sexual identity” we can consider how the former
might emphasize more private and inchoate elements, while the latter suggests a degree of
representation, either to oneself or publically, thus necessitating symbolization. The two terms
are interrelated, but exist on different phenomenological levels, the first not often experienced as
an entity to behold in toto, and the latter more akin to a notion like the “self,” from which we
demand a degree of coherence.

147

These schematic distinctions are intended to argue for the appropriateness of applying the
idea of “integration” to sexual identity. The ORI prompt, “Describe yourself as a sexual being”
that provided some of the study’s data calls on participants to bridge sexuality and “sexual
identity,” to bring an aspect of sexuality into a narrative of the self that incorporates disparate
elements for the sake of creating a representation that is both multi-faceted and coherent,
spacious but not diffuse, specific without being too narrow. The highest DR score of 10 includes
the acknowledgment that representations of self and other are constructions rendered from
objective and subjective experience, rather than approximations of static facts. Describing the
self is a narrative act that requires language, making it also a social act. Representing a social
identity occurs in the potential space between highly personal sexuality that is resistant to
symbolization, and the concepts (potentially oppressive or overly-narrow) that are available
socially and linguistically to do so. In this space, imagining an ideal of integration of disparate
elements (including visceral ones) to be represented through language seems like a model that
accounts for complexity as well as a need for coherence in identity, including sexual identity.
In terms of accessing this complexity, the ORI in general has both strengths and
limitations as projective test, its open-ended queries accessing pre-conscious aspects of mental
life, which are notoriously difficult to capture in a way that can be operationalized. Rooted in the
idea that internal representations of self and other are essential elements for understanding
psychological processes, this task taps these schemas in a way that would be more difficult to
access through such means as self-report measures. Despite its strengths and the apparent
explanatory power that this measure showed in this and other studies, it could be considered
problematic for reasons related to these very strengths. The task’s projective nature might in fact
pull for data that is not directly applicable to its theoretical underpinnings. The openness of the
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task is bound to invite the introduction of other factors, not measured (or necessarily considered)
by the task. For instance, a participant may, for cultural reasons, give a description of a parent
that by the criteria of the scale might be considered less complex or more rooted in social roles.
Differences in language ability that may not reflect profound differences in object relations may
lead to an inaccurately depressed a score. These are but two examples of non-object relational
factors that are likely to influence a score, and that are not overtly accounted for by the scale. Of
course, as with any projective measure, awareness of mitigating factors when assigning scores
could begin to address such confounds.
The “self as sexual being” item, introduced in the DAWN study, is also confounded by
many factors that might not be overtly acknowledged. While this item showed both inter-rater
reliability and explanatory power in the study, its special characteristics should be considered in
assessing its validity. Sexuality inherently bears a quality of the taboo and the unspoken, in part
due to its being a paradoxical force that is both profoundly revealing of and also foreign to what
are experienced as essential aspects of the self. For these reasons, many participants could be
considered to have a natural resistance to offering this description of an aspect of the self that is
not often symbolized or shared in such a manner. In the context of the interview, this was only
the second item asked in the study, and likely activated a defensive process that was more
profound than for the other three ORI items. For this sample of women in particular – who
acknowledged bisexual attractions and sexual behavior – the issue of taboo and difficulty
representing sexual identity in a verbal manner might be especially relevant. Not only is a
bisexual identity generally stigmatized, its lack of social mirroring could place a particular
burden on participants in answering this item. Assigned scores might bear the mark of social
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factors (about speaking about sexuality, about being bisexual) that are not fully accounted for in
their interpretation.
How the visceral gets transformed into the symbolic, and what factors relate to this
process, are relevant questions for both measures. Gammelgaard reminds us that psychoanalytic
theory posits a gap between the two. This gap that exposes a world of data that cannot be
captured or quantified has confounded those who wish to be true to psychoanalytic theory while
also conducting psychoanalytically-informed empirical research. That which cannot be measured
or recognized through positivism has been deemed “negative” in philosophy. This concept has a
rich history in psychoanalytic theory in the work of such thinkers as Green, Lacan, and
Winnicott, a discussion of which is beyond the scope of this work. The acknowledgment that
there are relevant factors that cannot be quantified, and that representation may (somewhat
paradoxically) rely on absence and lack, however, may strengthen empirical studies, including
this one. Relatedly, perhaps a notion of integration of the sexual self that includes an
acknowledgment of and tolerance for the un-representability of sexuality would be an enriched
one.
Implications
The significant relationships found between DR level and some language measures of the
interview text – specifically measures of high WRAD, the covariation of Reflection and WRAD,
and Reflection – may provide some validation of the ORI measure itself, as well as aspects of the
object relational theory that underlies it. As discussed, an integrated object relation may allow for
cognitive and affective processing that, in the context of the interview task, facilitates emotion
regulation and reflection. Lower scores on measures of WRAD might also suggest the use of
higher order defenses as conflict and ambiguity can be tolerated, in contrast to splitting, perhaps
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having a relatively muting effect on language. Of course, well-regulated affect also implies the
capacity for its appropriate expression. When examined qualitatively, those participants with
higher levels of DR showed a range of degree of expressiveness in their interviews. Similarly,
some of these participants described reveling in their relationships and sexuality, while others
seemed more conflicted. This discussion’s interpretation of study results, however, does not
mean to suggest that lower levels of Referential Activity are inherently desirable. The
quantitative results, and the qualitative examination that they directed, suggest that with this
particular interview task more reflection and less immersion may be a sign of a more adaptive
internal object world.
In fact, this study could be considered as further support for considering the context
within which WRAD levels are understood. Certainly, a different task may make other cognitive
and affective demands, possibly yielding different results. Speaking about sexuality – described
above as inherently dysregulated and unmirrored – may elicit less immersion and more reflection
for those whose internal world allows for such distance. Discussing bisexuality specifically –
also unmirrored – may be similar. Additionally, the study finding an association between DR
level of the self as a sexual being and Reflection/WRAD covariation provides tentative support
for the importance of this covariation measure (though as this finding was significant for only
one ORI item, it must be interpreted with caution). Increasingly, this covariation is seen as more
meaningful then a pure WRAD score as the covariation provides more information about how
immersion and reflection are related (Bucci, personal communication).
The above implications apply to theory and research. This work also suggests political
and clinical implications. Many participants expressed that the relative lack of social mirroring
around bisexuality was a factor in their own difficulty understanding or accepting their sexual
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identities, and that this factor felt separate from but at times related to the force of homophobia.
The degree to which bisexual people can or would want to integrate into lesbian or gay political
movements remains an open question, and one unlikely to have a monolithic answer. Clearly
there are some areas of overlap – politically and personally – between bisexuals and those from
other sexual minority groups, however the element of “choice” or ability to “pass” that is
attributed to bisexual individuals has been a factor in the well-documented wariness of gay and
lesbian people to embrace bisexuals in their communities. Additionally, some people’s
attachment to bisexual identity or behavior involves transcending the categories of male and
female, so joining social or political communities based on a gender and sexuality binary would
betray rather than support an ideal.
These political considerations have corollaries in clinical work, which should seek to
avoid replicating the lack of mirroring for bisexuals that many find in the wider culture.
Clinicians should also not assume that bisexuality is a pathological state or one that must be
resolved into a monosexual identity (though it might be for some people). At the same time,
bisexuality and pathology can certainly coexist. Rather than seeing bisexuality as a hallmark of
pathology or a state in need of resolution, clinicians could turn to concepts that direct their
attention towards intrapsychic conditions and representations, and not behavior. For instance, the
notions of identity diffusion from object relational theory, and dissociated self-states from the
relational school provide ways of conceptualizing problematic functioning at the level of identity
and experience. Bisexuality could be an aspect of both of these pathologies, though not
inherently a symptom of either. Other clinical assessments (such as the quality of relationships
and ability to invest in meaningful work or projects) would guide such conceptualizations. When
countertransference is being used as a diagnostic tool or in treatment (as it could be in both
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concepts mentioned), clinicians should reflect on how their own views of bisexuality might
influence their experience of a patient, as they would with other aspects of identity.
As a clinician might for any patient, when working with bisexual patients their holding a
paradoxical position of acknowledging both the constructed and essential qualities of gender and
sexuality might be particularly helpful. Though they experienced the categorical nature of sexual
identity labels and gender distinctions in different ways, most participants spoke of some aspect
of these divides and trying to find their place within them. Some participants used a split within
these categories to express and stabilize internal conflicts. Others seemed to conflate the lack of
adequate identity language to express their sexuality, and social models that mirror it, with their
sexuality being in some way abnormal. Analogous to theorists’ formulations of a “postoedipal”
gender identity, clinicians could help their patients think through the binary positions of gay and
straight, male and female, working towards a more complex representational world that could
feel more reflective of the multivalent nature of gender and sexuality. These concepts are
important since gender and sexual identity feel like essential parts of the self that we reach for
language to convey. Understanding the personal and social meanings of these terms, and
working to reach broader or more creative understandings of them, could be helpful for some in
achieving a more integrated or less conflictual sexual identity.
Limitations
This study has several limitations. One limitation is that this study did not control for the
presence or absence of traumatic experiences. Especially given the high rate of sexual abuse
reported by the sample (57.5%), whether or not a participant suffered a traumatic experience
would be an important factor to consider when examining how each participant discussed her
sexual identity. Particularly since trauma has been found to be a relevant factor when considering
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RA (Goldfine, 2010; Bucci and Jepson, 1999), the absence of this variable could limit the study’s
findings. While early or complex trauma may be reflected in lower DR scores, this association
certainly cannot be assumed, and anecdotally was found not to be true for every case. A decision
was made not to control for this variable for several reasons. First, there was not enough data on
the traumatic experiences of this sample. While sexual abuse was queried systematically, other
kinds of traumatic experiences were not. Several participants spontaneously described
devastating experiences that could be considered traumatic that would not have been captured by
the sexual abuse category. Relatedly, a distinction could not be made between having
experienced traumatic events and continuing to experience the sequelae of trauma, the latter
being arguably more relevant and not entirely overlapping with the former. And finally, the
statistical power of this study is limited and adding a control variable would have been further
limiting.
This hesitation to further limit power also played a role in not controlling for Axis I
symptomatology, which could be considered another limitation of the study. Given the
theoretical underpinnings of the object relational theory on which the ORI and DR scale are
based, it was thought that these variables would be at least somewhat overlapping. It is possible,
however, that isolating this variable would have yielded different results, and level of
symptomatology could be a confounding variable. As was mentioned, however, the presence of
sexual abuse and particularly high reported levels of distress were acknowledged in qualitative
discussions, despite not being used in this study in a systematic way. There was no measure of
Axis II pathology or borderline personality organization used in the original study so this data
was also not available.
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Since the study is underpowered, it must be considered exploratory rather than
explanatory. Given the fixed number of subjects of the data set, there was no way to increase
power. The findings, then, represent trends that would need a more robust design (increased
power, control variables) to confirm.
The final limitation of the study to be discussed was this study’s absence of comparison
groups of those who endorsed identifying as either heterosexual or homosexual. While this
sample was diverse in regards to both stated identity labels and degree of desire for men versus
women, it still represents a group of women who endorse bisexual desires and behavior, in the
past or currently. Examining the relationship between the level of object representation and
linguistic properties would not be likely to yield different results across the three groups, but
were significant differences to be found, this could provide valuable information about the
different internal experiences of sexuality based on sexual identity. Comparing the analysis of
variance data of the ORI items across the three groups would perhaps be more likely to uncover
important differences in the experience of sexuality among the groups. For instance, significant
differences among the properties of the ORI descriptions of the self as sexual being, mothers, or
fathers when comparing data from bisexual, homosexual, and heterosexual women could suggest
different representational worlds for these three groups, which would be a finding relevant for
both theory and clinical practice. Since this study discusses sexuality in general, in addition to
bisexual identity, comparison groups would strengthen these claims.
Directions for future research
Following the limitations discussed above, future research could examine the study
variables with a more complex design that takes other relevant factors into account and uses
comparison groups. Given that this study showed some significant findings, a future study using
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an experimental model would be warranted. Such research could consider how the experience of
trauma affects the internal representation and description of the sexual self and one’s sexuality,
for instance, in a way that this study could not. And as mentioned above, using comparison
groups of those from other sexual orientations to examine differences in the qualities of internal
representations could be fruitful.
As has been emphasized, the study results should be interpreted within the context of the
interview task. Seeing if the correlations found applied to other speech samples, such as those of
psychotherapy sessions, could further illuminate the relationships between study variables.
Qualitative data showed ways in which participants perceived social stigma (including
internalized bi- or homophobia) and how this stigma affected women’s experiences of their
sexuality. Further research examining the degree of social stigma experienced or perceived and
how this factor affects the experience of sexuality would be warranted. The qualitative data
showed a pattern of those with lower DR scores experiencing more stigma and less support
around their bisexual orientation. This influence is likely bidirectional, in which the context that
shaped the internal world might not be a supportive one and could be replicated by the
participant in future relationships and communities, as well as the possibility that internal
dynamics shape the perception of degree of stigma and support. A more in-depth and systematic
study of these variables could provide a more detailed account of how intrapsychic forces and
social stigma are related.
A final proposed direction for future research applies to using the study’s measures in
psychotherapy research. While both the ORI and Referential Activity (and related measures)
have been used in psychotherapy research, they have not been used together, to the knowledge of
this writer. Looking at these two variables in tandem could provide multidimensional ways of
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assessing psychotherapy outcomes and process. Examining how these variables change or
remain the same over time may illuminate aspects of psychotherapeutic change in a manner more
amenable to a psychoanalytic sensibility by not examining manifest content or assessing
symptoms in a standardized manner. For instance, examining if and how language changes in a
measurable way as level of DR improves could provide another metric by which to capture and
understand therapeutic change. Studies of various phases within one treatment could also
illuminate processes that mark different phases of treatment and also provide rich qualitative data
to illustrate such phases.
Concluding Remarks
This study found some within-group variability in a sample of bisexual women with
regards to level of differentiation and relatedness of internal object representations, and qualities
of speech, such as degree of immersion and level of reflection. It also highlighted relevant
qualitative data, including different ways gender was represented by study participants.
The study was guided by a belief in the unique and inherently disruptive nature of
sexuality, as well as the lack of social reinforcement around bisexual identity, more specifically.
If one already has difficulties in internally representing a sexual identity that is both delineated
and empathically connected, one could be at particular risk of becoming dysregulated around a
discussion of sexual identity, or using language as a means of affective discharge rather than
expression, in which language does not serve a transitional function. The cohesion of the internal
representation may provide a flexible but sturdy container for the experience and expression of
sexual identity, including the perhaps more difficult to integrate bisexual identity. From this
internal safety can come the potential for more creativity and pleasure.

157

Fostering such creativity and mental freedom could be an important act to ease suffering
around a sexual minority status. Sexuality is a realm that can be quite plastic (as shown in the
sexual fluidity of many of the study participants), but also can feel profoundly essential,
irreducible, and unanalyzable. It can feel dizzyingly unstable and also like a bedrock aspect of
our natures. The connection of sexuality to attachment as well as its often disjunctive
relationship to it further contributes to its complexity. Similarly, sexuality interfaces profoundly
with the social and cultural milieu while also existing outside of its demands. The complexity of
sexuality and its paradoxes echo those of identity itself. Lichtenstein connects the generative
potential of identity to its fragility, describing identity as “an artifact, a creative act, and that for
this reason loss of identity is a specifically human danger, and maintenance of identity a
specifically human necessity” (1977, p. 77). Identity, like sexuality, exists within bounds over
which we have little or no control, yet through our mental capacity, relationships, and social
connections can give us something that may feel both solid and boundless.
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Differentiation and Relatedness Scale for “Self as Sexual Being” Item
Lauren DeMille, 2012
The following are guidelines for scoring the degree of differentiation and relatedness on the item
on the Object Relations Inventory (Blatt, Chervron, Quinlan, Schaffer, & Wein, 1988)) in which
participants in the DAWN study (designed by Anna Levy-Warren and Jane Caflisch) are asked,
“Describe yourself as a sexual being.” It is based on a scale of differentiation and relatedness
developed by Diamond, Blatt, Stayner, & Kaslow, 1991.
The scale takes into account the following dimensions to consider when scoring the ORI for
differentiation and relatedness:
- Rigidity
- Complexity
- Time perspective
- Sense of agency and autonomy
- Relatedness and reciprocity
To the dimensions above, this guide adds specific considerations for scoring differentiation and
relatedness when women describe themselves as sexual beings. An overarching guideline when
isolating these scale points for this item was the degree to which the sexual self is differentiated
from and related to the rest of one’s identity, in addition to the quality of the self described.
Score Points
Level 4:
This level shows extremes of positive or negative aspects of the self without attempts at
integration. When both positive and negative qualities are present, items are scored at this level
when these qualities exist as static extremes, rather than as oscillating, as is characteristic of the
next level. At this level, marked difficulty or overwhelm in answering the question might be
apparent, as differentiating a sexual self proves challenging, and may evoke aggression that is
poorly differentiated from sexuality.
Example:
005 “Like loving, I’m very loving. Loving, caring, but to a point. Like for my wife, for instance,
I love her so much. But there’s a certain point where she’ll do something I ask her not to do, and
me and her we fist fight. But I feel overwhelmed. I can’t say a good person, but I’ll try to
understand somebody. [And as a sexual being?] I’m a happy person. Just happy sexual being, I
don’t know. I don’t understand the question, but…”
Level 5:
At this level, oscillations and splitting are apparent. This struggle over integrating disparate
aspects of the self might manifest as a clear struggle over closeness and distance or internal
versus external control, as well as representing gender in a split or oscillating manner. The
oscillation characteristic of this level may manifest as referencing rules about or limits on sexual
behavior in response to anxiety about sexuality. The split in gender might be used to stabilize a
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tenuous sense of sexual identity and difficulty integrating dual attractions into a relatively stable
sense of self. Dual attractions at this level are represented more as causing confusion (with a
possible corollary of disfluency) than as a conflict. Sexual behavior, gender, or bodies may be
described in a concrete, stilted, or possibly grotesque way.
Example:
029: I am bisexual. I like guys and girls. Not the same, though. Like I probably wouldn’t have
like a girlfriend. I was married to a man though for 5 years so I probably would have a boyfriend
again which I did [not?] have since my divorce. But girls I like to fool around with, mess around
with like you know [not?] bring home to my family, my girlfriend or hold hands or like that. So I
like men more than girls, but the same really.
032: So I think, I feel like I’m pretty loose sexually, but I generally am attracted, well I think
I’m, I think I’m mostly attracted in terms of wanting to be with someone, with men. But I’m
probably almost equally excited about making out or having sex with both genders. Although I
should say almost like, I’m not that, like I feel like I’m not that attracted to most people in both
genders. But that doesn’t you know, I don’t know if that is a slight difference like a subtle
difference. But I think I’m also like equally probably like excited about sex. Although I don’t
know if that would be the case in the long term. I haven’t had many relationships. [….] [W]hen
I’m really like serious and I want to like be with someone for good, like I guess I just think about
a guy whereas that would bring me something like a partner.
021: I’m normal, I guess. As far as I know. I don’t know what normal is. I don’t know. What do
you mean? I think I’m open-minded and normal. [Open-minded and normal?] Yeah, well, I’m
open-minded to deal with – to try different things as far as sexual activities, but not too many
different things. Different things I would be willing to try. And I always have been open-minded
about that, but also want to keep it in the normal range. [Normal range?] Yeah, like – the people
I knew, so open-minded, we never had sex with animals, not like that. Not that open-minded. But
like willing to try – well, I did try this, actually. I did actually with two guys, or a girl and a guy,
two girls – never did two girls, but I did two guys and a girl and a guy, and you know – so –
open-minded, that’s why I was trying stuff like that.
Level 6:
At this level, descriptions show more integration but lack unique characteristics. The
representation of oneself as a sexual being is more integrated, but movement towards this
integration is more ambivalent. Descriptions of the sexual self may include elements that are
conventional, banal, or clichéd, but are not as concrete as at Level 5. Sexual identity labels and
gender may be used in more concrete (rather than expressive) ways. For instance, a sexual
identity label may be adopted based on quantitatively observable behavior (rather than internal
preference), such as one’s degree of sexual activity with one sex over another. Or gender may be
used in stereotypical role characteristic ways as a means of explaining one’s sexuality. The
prompt to describe oneself as a sexual being may be interpreted as asking about sexual behavior,
and responses may include describing one’s current sexual behaviors as a means of representing
one’s sexual self. Similarly, in the face of a tenuous sense of integrated identity, past behavior
may be referenced as predictive of future behavior, in the face of uncertainty.
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Examples:
004: I am really sexual. I like to use humor a lot to talk about sex. Like with my man – oh I have
been in a relationship with a man for 10 years. Also I can have sex a lot, I like to have sex a lot,
like morning, noon and night. And my man gives me that. I am really sensual and like with
women versus men I am different. Like you know how there is a top and a bottom? Like with
men I tend to be more submissive and with women I am much more dominant.
39: I would say that I am queer, bisexual, polyamorous in terms of labels. I would say that while
I have tried very hard to be a slut, I’m really just somewhat promiscuous. (Laughs) My friends
seem to be a lot sluttier than I am. And I can’t keep up, because I just don’t have the energy. I’m
really the person at the sex party that’s talking about politics instead of fucking.
037: You know, I don’t really see myself as a sexual being. I really don’t see myself from the
outside. I guess [now that my daughter is a little older I have] started noticing oh wait, what am I
wearing? Look at the way I dress. It’s like, come on; I haven’t bought a pair of shoes in over a
year. And I don’t wear jewelry anymore.
052: Yes, I’m very sexual, however it’s, well my sexuality also was a huge part of my
personality and who I am, and I believe women should take a hold of their sexuality and they
should strive to be their own sexual being, not in relation to others, and not really like in a, I
don’t mean in a sense that they should be masturbating all the time or anything. I mean like they
should take their pleasure into their own hands, but I do have kind of, what’s the word, I am a
little bit, hmm, I guess, gosh, I lost my words, but I’m not very, well I’m not promiscuous. I
guess I’m the opposite of that, yeah, I feel as if I’m a sexual being and I should embrace my
sexuality and so on, but I don’t take that to mean promiscuity or anything like that. I just mean
that you’re in a relationship, in a sexual relationship with someone, that you should be your own
sexual being and not always only think about pleasing the other person, but become who you are
in that way.
Level 7:
The sexual self is represented as more coherent and integrated at this level. Context and
temporality might be referenced, which modulates the response and adds more complexity. For
instance, one might locate oneself developmentally in terms of “coming out,” or show sensitivity
to how context affects sexual identity, including degree of being “out” around sexual minority
status. Responses at this level may acknowledge a sense of development and change underway
or as possibilities for the future. At this level, sexuality is starting to be represented more
conceptually, for instance, as being a facet of one’s sense of self, connected to the rest of
identity, but sufficiently isolatable to describe as a separate component of personality.
Examples:
042: Um, yeah. I definitely, um, my sexuality’s a huge part of my identity. Um, and it’s also just
something that, one of like my great joys in life (laughs softly), so. Um, I, um, I am bisexual.
Um, I’ve been with a man for a few months now, and I’m actually kind of going through
changing the way I think about my bisexuality. I used to feel very much like I’m totally bisexual,
like I could end up with a man, I could end up with a woman, who knows. And I’m starting to
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feel now more like I, um, I will end up with a man, and that’s what I want for a whole bunch of
reasons, but sex definitely being one of them. Um, yeah, I don’t know, I’m a pretty sexual person
(laughs), I don’t know.
046: […] I’m changing definitely from my perspective of sex in the past to now. I feel like
maybe I have an unhealthy relationship with it. It was a place where I used to kind of go to not
have to talk and not have to like delve like into certain places, but now that I find myself in a
relationship with a woman, it’s…sex is definitely not a place to go hide. I’m finding that it’s a
very intimate thing and I’m not uncomfortable with sharing it, it’s just a new relationship to sex
in general. So that’s been something to me as a sexual being.
Level 8:
At this level, responses show an interaction between a conceptual understanding of sexuality and
actual sexual experiences and desires. Descriptions evince an ability to observe the sexual self
and assess how it is integrated into other aspects of identity. Reciprocity may be evident between
one’s sexual identity and other parts of identity, with the possibility for mutual influence.
Reciprocity might also be evident in the relationship between the sexual self and other people,
demonstrating how sexuality can be intensely personal but also connected to others, and possibly
evolving in relation to another. At this level, there can be an even more complex
acknowledgement than at the previous level that the sexual self can change and evolve over time,
but also that it connects to parts of the self that are experienced as essential. Descriptions at this
level may demonstrate the idea that sexuality is a larger concept than sexual behavior and sexual
identity label, though it can encompass them.
Examples:
036: I’m, well, in most of my life I’ve been intensely sexual. It turns out that during pregnancy
I’ve been somewhat sexual, but as the pregnancy goes on less so, which is disorienting. In a sort
of, but to describe myself as a general matter in life, I guess I tend to be a pretty flirtatious person
sort of in general, but also within kind of intimate settings generally really kind of playful as well
as intense. So it’s like overlap between the intimacy and the sexuality. It feels really integrated
into the rest of life.
035: How do I put this? Fluid would be the first thing that comes to mind. Not in the sense of me
being like well you know complete, like it doesn’t matter or anything, it just means that who or
what I’m attracted to changes a lot. I think it depends on the person more than anything fixed
like gender or a particular look. My sexuality is definitely linked to my imagination; very
strongly so. Let me see what else? There are many layers of ways of being sexual that I can
relate to. [Fluid?] I don’t have a type in the sense of, or maybe, not in the sense of where you can
say, okay, you know, 5 foot 10 to 6 foot 3, you know, this color hair, this color eyes, this build,
yeah, S--- is gonna go for it. It’s not like that. It’s more like you know the type is fluid and that
the externals are not going to draw me in initially. I mean it’s like, and then of course certain
combinations of traits it’s like there’s no one personality for me either so it’s, you know, it
changes. It depends on how I relate to a person as opposed to something fixed about the person
that doesn’t, you know, that doesn’t change.
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Consent Form for Study:
Dually Attracted Women’s Experiences and Connections
We are asking you to take part in a study of sexual identity. You will be asked questions about your past and current
relationships, your sexuality, your attractions, and your fantasies. If you agree to take part in this study, you will be asked
to fill out a few questionnaires that will take approximately 30 minutes. You will also be asked to participate in an
interview that will take approximately one hour. The interview will be digitally recorded. The purpose of the taping is to
allow the study's research staff to examine closely the experiences that are discussed. The audiotape will be transcribed
by a transcription service. Your responses to all of the questions will be kept strictly confidential. You will be allowed to
review any audio recordings and request that any data not be used if you feel uncomfortable. You may refuse to
participate at any time, or may refuse to answer any question, but we hope you will answer all of them.
The researchers are planning one or more future studies. We may ask you to participate in future research, if that is okay
with you. To provide you with information about those studies, we will need to contact you in the future. To do so, we
request that you provide us with identifying information such as your name and address. The sheet with this
information, as well as this consent form, will be separated from the questionnaire and will be kept confidential and
stored in secure files. If we contact you, you may refuse to participate in future studies.
Risks and Benefits: You may experience some emotional unease or some of the study questions might make you
uncomfortable. If you wish to speak to someone about this unease or discomfort, please call Jane Caflisch, principle
investigator, at City College at 347-825-6518, and she will make a referral to a professional in the Psychological Center.
Other people may appreciate being able to discuss these issues with the interviewer. Although a possible risk is breach of
confidentiality, the study will safeguard your confidentiality as detailed below in the Confidentiality section. This study is
not designed for your direct benefit. However, you will be compensated for your time and the study is expected to
benefit science and other individuals.
Research Standards and Rights of Participants: You may refuse to participate. If you do not want to answer specific
questions, you will not have to do so and you will not be penalized in any way.
Confidentiality: No identifiable information will be shared with anyone outside of the study. The information obtained
from the interviews and questionnaire will be kept private and confidential to the extent permitted by law. Any
identifying information that you provide will be separated from the questionnaire and will be kept in a locked file at the
offices of the research staff. Your questionnaires and the digital recording of your interview will only be identified by a
numeric code.
Compensation: You will receive $30.00 for participating in this study.
If you have any questions about this study, please email or call Jane Caflisch, 347-825-6518,
DAWNresearch@gmail.com. If you have any questions about your rights as a research participant, call Ms. Lissy
Wassaff, IRB Administrator at City College, at (212) 650-7902.
I have read and understood the information above. The researchers have answered my questions. I may refuse to answer any question I want. I
consent to take part in this study and so indicate by signing this form below. Two copies of this form are provided. One is for me. The other
form, the one I signed, is to be returned with the questionnaire in the enclosed addressed and stamped envelope
Participant’s Name (print): _________________________________________
Signature:___________________________________________

Date:

___________________
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Future Research
Dear Participant,
As we just mentioned, we hope to continue to do research in this area in the future. If you are comfortable
being contacted for future voluntary IRB approved research studies please fill out the information below. This
information is completely confidential and will only be used for the specific purposes designated above.
Thank you.
Name: _____________________________
Address: ____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
Cell Phone #: ________________________ Alternate Phone # :_____________
Email Address:_______________________ 2nd Email option: ______________
Additional Contact Person (in case your information has changed):
Name: ______________________________
Address: ____________________________
____________________________
____________________________
Phone Number: ______________________

Email Address:________________

SIGNATURE: ____________________________

Date: ______________________
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Demographic Information: About You
The purpose of this form is to gather some basic background information on those
individuals participating in this study. Please circle the appropriate number or write in the
answer where it is specified.
1. Age:________
2. Biological Sex:
[1] Male
[2] Female
[3] Other (specify): ______________
3. What is your current religion?
[1] Evangelical Protestant Christian (that is, Jehovah’s Witness, Pentecostal)
(specify:) ___________
[2] Other Protestant Christian (for example, Baptist, Episcopalian). Please
specify:_____________
[3] Catholic/Roman Catholic
[4] Jewish
[5] Islamic/Muslim
[6] Agnostic
[7] Other (specify:) ___________________
[8] None
4. How religious do you consider yourself to be?
[1] Not at all
[2] A little bit
[3] Somewhat
[4] Quite a bit
[5] Very
5. What is the highest level of education that you have completed?:
[1] Graduate school degree
[2] Some graduate school
[3] 4-year undergraduate college degree
[4] 2-year undergraduate college degree
[5] Some college
[6] High school diploma
[7] GED
[8] Some high school
[9] Graduated from elementary school
[10] Some elementary school
6. What is your race?
[1] Black
[2] White
[3] East Asian
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[4] South/Southeast Asian
[5] Middle Eastern
[6] Pacific Islander
[7] Indigenous American/Native peoples of the Americas
[9] Mixed race (specify using above terms):________________________
[10] I classify myself ethnically and not racially
7. What is your ethnicity? (If mixed, please circle both)
[1] African American (North America)
[2] Native American
[3] Latino/Hispanic
[4] European American
[5] Caribbean Non Latino
[6] Asia/Middle Eastern
[7] Western European
[8] Central/Eastern European
[9] African
[10] Australian
[11] Other_________________________________________
8.

What is your sexual orientation?
[1] Exclusively heterosexual (I am only attracted to people of the opposite gender)
[2] Mostly heterosexual (I am usually attracted to people of the opposite gender)
[3] Bisexual (I am sexually attracted to people of both genders)
[4] Mostly homosexual (I am usually attracted to people of the same gender as me)
[5] Exclusively homosexual (I am only attracted to people of the same gender as me)
[6] Uncertain/questioning
9. Are you currently involved in a romantic relationship?
No:

[1] Single, not dating
[2] Single, dating

Yes:

[3] I have a girlfriend that I do not live with
[4] I have a girlfriend I live with
[5] I have a boyfriend that I do not live with
[6] I have a boyfriend I live with
[7] I am in a committed partnership/ marriage/ domestic/civil union
[8] I am in multiple romantic relationships

10.

Past relationship history:
[1] I am currently separated from spouse/ partner
[2] Divorced
[3] Widowed
[4] None of the above

11.

Are you currently employed?
[1] I work full-time
[2] I work part-time
[3] I am unemployed but seeking employment
[4] I am unemployed and not seeking employment right now
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12. Are you currently a student?
[0] No, I am not enrolled in any school at this time
[1] Yes, I am a full-time student
[2] Yes, I am a part-time student
13. How many people are in your household?_________
14. What is your current household income in U.S. dollars?
[1] Under $10,000
[2] $10,000 - $19,999
[3] $20,000 - $29,999
[4] $30,000 - $39,999
[5] $40,000 - $49,999
[6] $50,000 - $74,999
[7] $75,000 - $99,999
[8] $100,000 - $150,000
[9] Over $150,000
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Brief Symptom Inventory (Drogatis, 1993)
Below is a list of problems and complaints that people sometimes have. For each one, indicate how much
that problem has bothered or distressed you during the past 7 days, including today. Please indicate
whether each problem has bothered you not at all, a little bit, moderately, quite a bit, or extremely.
0. Not at all
1. A little bit
2. Moderately
3. Quite a bit
4. Extremely
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
21.
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34.
35.
36.
37.

Nervousness or shakiness inside.
Faintness or dizziness.
The idea that someone else can control your thoughts.
Feeling others are to blame for most of your troubles.
Trouble remembering things.
Feeling easily annoyed or irritated.
Pains in heart or chest.
Feeling afraid in open spaces.
Thoughts of ending your life.
Feeling that most people cannot be trusted.
Poor appetite.
Suddenly scared for no reason.
Temper outbursts that you could not control.
Feeling lonely even when you are with people.
Feeling blocked in getting things done.
Feeling lonely.
Feeling blue.
Feeling no interest in things.
Feeling fearful.
Your feelings being easily hurt.
Feeling that people are unfriendly or dislike you.
Feeling inferior to other.
Nausea or upset stomach.
Feeling that you are watched or talked about by others.
Trouble falling asleep.
Having to check and double check what you do.
Difficulty in making decisions
Feeling afraid to travel on buses, subways, or trains.
Trouble getting your breath.
Hot or cold spells.
Having to avoid certain things, places, or activities because
they frighten you.
Your mind going blank.
Numbness or tingling in parts of your body.
The idea that you should be punished for your sins.
Feeling hopeless about the future.
Trouble concentrating.
Feeling weak in parts of your body.

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4

0
0
0
0
0
0
0

1
1
1
1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4
4
4
4
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38.
39.
40.
41.
42.
43.
44.
45.
46.
47.
48.
49.
50.
51.
52.
53.

Feeling tense or keyed up.
Thoughts of death or dying.
Having urges to beat, injure, or harm someone.
Having urges to break or smash things.
Feeling very self-conscious with others.
Feeling uneasy in crowds.
Never feeling close to another person.
Spells of terror or panic.
Getting into frequent arguments.
Feeling nervous when you are left alone.
Others not giving you proper credit for your achievements.
Feeling so restless you could not sit still.
Feelings of worthlessness.
Feeling that people will take advantage of you if you let them.
Feelings of guilt.
The idea that something is wrong with your mind.

0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2

3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3
3

4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
4
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Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (Rosenberg, 1965)
Please indicate whether you “strongly agree,” “agree,” “disagree,” or “strongly disagree” with each of the following
statements.
1. I feel that I’m a person of worth, at least on an equal basis with others.
1.
2.
3.
4.

Strongly Agree
Agree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree

2. I feel I have a number of good qualities.
1.
2.
3.
4.

Strongly Agree
Agree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree

3. All in all, I am inclined to feel that I am a failure.
1.
2.
3.
4.

Strongly Agree
Agree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree

4. I am able to do things as well as most other people.
1.
2.
3.
4.

Strongly Agree
Agree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree

5. I feel I do not have much to be proud of.
1.
2.
3.
4.

Strongly Agree
Agree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree

6. I take a positive attitude toward myself.
1.
2.
3.
4.

Strongly Agree
Agree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree

7. On the whole, I am satisfied with myself.
1.
2.
3.
4.

Strongly Agree
Agree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
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8. I wish I could have more respect for myself.
1.
2.
3.
4.

Strongly Agree
Agree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree

9. I certainly feel useless at times.
1.
2.
3.
4.

Strongly Agree
Agree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree

10. At times I think I am no good at all.
1.
2.
3.
4.

Strongly Agree
Agree
Disagree
Strongly Disagree
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Positive and Negative Affect Scale (Watson, Clark & Tellegen, 1988)
This scale consists of a number of words that describe different feelings and emotions. Read each item and then
mark the appropriate answer in the space next to that word. Indicate to what extent you have felt that way over the
past seven days, including today. Use the following scale to record your answers.
1
very slightly
or not at all

2
a little

3
moderately

4
quite a bit

5
extremely

_________ interested
_________ distressed
_________ excited
_________ upset
_________ strong
_________ guilty
_________ scared
_________ hostile
_________ enthusiastic
_________ proud
_________ irritable
_________ alert
_________ ashamed
_________ inspired
_________ nervous
_________ determined
_________ attentive
_________ jittery
_________ active
_________ afraid
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Experiences in Close Relationships Inventory (ECR)
Kelly A. Brennan, Catherine L. Clark, & Phillip R. Shaver
The following statements concern how you feel in romantic relationships. We are interested in how you
generally experience relationships, not just in what is happening in a current relationship. Respond to
each statement by indicating how much you agree or disagree with it. Write the number in the space
provided, using the following rating scale:
1
Disagree
Strongly

2

3

4
Neutral/
Mixed

5

6

7
Agree
Strongly

___ 1. I prefer not to show a partner how I feel deep down.
___ 2. I worry about being abandoned.
___ 3. I am very comfortable being close to romantic partners.
___ 4. I worry a lot about my relationships.
___ 5. Just when my partner starts to get close to me I find myself
pulling away.
___ 6. I worry that romantic partners won't care about me as much
as I care about them.
___ 7. I get uncomfortable when a romantic partner wants to be very
close.
___ 8. I worry a fair amount about losing my partner.
___ 9. I don't feel comfortable opening up to romantic partners.
___ 10. I often wish that my partner's feelings for me were as strong
as my feelings for him/her.
___ 11. I want to get close to my partner, but I keep pulling back.
___ 12. I often want to merge completely with romantic partners,
and this sometimes scares them away.
___ 13. I am nervous when partners get too close to me.
___ 14. I worry about being alone.
___ 15. I feel comfortable sharing my private thoughts and feelings
with my partner.
___ 16. My desire to be very close sometimes scares people away.
___ 17. I try to avoid getting too close to my partner.
___ 18. I need a lot of reassurance that I am loved by my partner.
___ 19. I find it relatively easy to get close to my partner.
___ 20. Sometimes I feel that I force my partners to show more
feeling, more commitment.
___ 21. I find it difficult to allow myself to depend on romantic
partners.
___ 22. I do not often worry about being abandoned.
___ 23. I prefer not to be too close to romantic partners.
___ 24. If I can't get my partner to show interest in me, I get upset or
angry.
___ 25. I tell my partner just about everything.
___ 26. I find that my partner(s) don't want to get as close as I
would like.
___ 27. I usually discuss my problems and concerns with my partner.
___ 28. When I'm not involved in a relationship, I feel somewhat
anxious and insecure.
___ 29. I feel comfortable depending on romantic partners.
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___ 30. I get frustrated when my partner is not around as much as I
would like.
___ 31. I don't mind asking romantic partners for comfort, advice, or
help.
___ 32. I get frustrated if romantic partners are not available when I
need them.
___ 33. It helps to turn to my romantic partner in times of need.
___ 34. When romantic partners disapprove of me, I feel really bad
about myself.
___ 35. I turn to my partner for many things, including comfort and
reassurance.
___ 36. I resent it when my partner spends time away from me.

175

Need for Closure Scale
Webster, D. M. & Kruglanski, A. W. (1994).
Read each of the following statements and decide how much you agree with each according to your beliefs
and experiences. Please respond according to the following scale:

1
strongly
disagree
________ 1.
________ 2.
________ 3.
________ 4.
________ 5.
________ 6.
________ 7.
________ 8.
________ 9.
________ 10.
________ 11.
________ 12.
________ 13.
________ 14.
________ 15.
________ 16.
________ 17.
________ 18.
________ 19.
________ 20.
________ 21.
________ 22.
________ 23.
________ 24.
________ 25.
________ 26.
________ 27.
________ 28.
________ 29.
________ 30.
________ 31.
________ 32.
________ 33.
________ 34.
________ 35.
________ 36.
________ 37.
________ 38.
________ 39.

2
moderately
disagree

3
slightly
disagree

4
slightly
agree

5
moderately
agree

6
strongly
agree

I think that having clear rules and order at work is essential for success.
Even after I’ve made up my mind about something, I am always eager to consider a
different opinion.
I don't like situations that are uncertain.
I dislike questions which could be answered in many different ways.
I like to have friends who are unpredictable.
I find that a well-ordered life with regular hours suits my temperament.
When dining out, I like to go to places where I have been before so that I know what to
expect.
I feel uncomfortable when I don't understand why an event occurred in my life.
I feel irritated when one person disagrees with what everyone else in a group believes.
I hate to change my plans at the last minute.
I don't like to go into a situation without knowing what I can expect from it.
When I go shopping, I have difficulty deciding exactly what it is that I want.
When faced with a problem I usually see the one best solution very quickly.
When I am confused about an important issue, I feel very upset.
I tend to put off making important decisions until the last possible moment.
I usually make important decisions quickly and confidently.
I would describe myself as indecisive.
I think it is fun to change my plans at the last minute.
I enjoy the uncertainty of going into a new situation without knowing what might happen.
My personal space is usually messy and disorganized.
In most social conflicts, I can easily see which side is right and which is wrong.
I tend to struggle with most decisions.
I believe that orderliness and organization are among the most important characteristics
of a good student.
When considering most conflict situations, I can usually see how both sides could be
right.
I don't like to be with people who are capable of unexpected actions.
I prefer to socialize with familiar friends because I know what to expect from them.
I think that I would learn best in a class that lacks clearly stated objectives and
requirements.
When thinking about a problem, I consider as many different opinions on the issue as
possible.
I like to know what people are thinking all the time.
I dislike it when a person's statement could mean many different things.
It's annoying to listen to someone who cannot seem to make up his or her mind.
I find that establishing a consistent routine enables me to enjoy life more.
I enjoy having a clear and structured mode of life.
I prefer interacting with people whose opinions are very different from my own.
I like to have a place for everything and everything in its place.
I feel uncomfortable when someone's meaning or intention is unclear to me.
When trying to solve a problem I often see so many possible options that it's confusing.
I always see so many possible solutions to problems I face.
I'd rather know bad news than stay in a state of uncertainty.
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________ 40.
________ 41.
________ 42.

I do not usually consult many different opinions before forming my own view.
I dislike unpredictable situations.
I dislike the routine aspects of my work (studies).
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Sexual Risk Behavior Assessment Schedule—Adapted for Study
(Meyer-Bahlburg et al., 1994)
Please remember to make note of additional questions asked and moments of digression. You may
integrate elements of the focused interview into the SERBAS but the questions from the SERBAS
must be asked verbatim.
A. Psychosexual Milestones
The following questions will ask you about your relationships with women and men. We need to
make sure we have good information about the kinds of sexual experiences and relationships people
have, so we'll be talking about this in detail. Whatever you tell me will be kept confidential.
A003. When you think about sex, do you think of yourself as
1. Gay
2. Bisexual, or (Go to A005)
3. Straight
8. Other
SPECIFY: ________________________
A004. Was there ever a time when you thought you might be bisexual?
1. No (BOX ABOVE A007)
2. Yes
A005. How old were you when you first thought that you might be bisexual?
___ ___
AGE
A006. How old were you when you first thought of yourself as really being bisexual?
___ ___
AGE

(NEVER, 00)

IF A003 WAS ANSWERED ‘LESBIAN’/GAY,’ SKIP TO A008. OTHERWISE, CONTINUE.
A007. Was there ever a time when you thought you might be a lesbian/gay?
1. No (SECTION E.)
2. Yes
A008. How old were you when you first thought that you might be lesbian/gay?
___ ___
AGE
A009. How old were you when you first thought of yourself as really being lesbian/gay?
___ ___

(NEVER, 00)
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AGE
B. Lifetime Partners and Occasions
Next I will ask you some questions about your past sexual relationships. It's important that you be
as up front as possible. I'm not here to judge you and you don't have to justify yourself. People
have many different values and make many different choices about sex.
INTERVIEWER: WHERE APPROPRIATE, ELICT PARTICIPANT’S VERNACULAR
EXPRESSION. IF PARTCIPANT DOES NOT VOLUNTEER IT, REVIEW EXAMPLES
THAT ARE PROVIDED IN BRACKETS FOLLOWING PRACTICE DESCRIPTION.
Before we start, let's take a little time to review all the types of sex people may get into.
*

Manual sex, when you touch your partner's naked penis, vagina, or clitoris with your hand,
or your partner touches your naked penis with his/her hand. (PROBE FOR
PARTICIPANT'S TERM) (for example, some people call this jerking each other off]
________________________________

*

Oral sex, when you put your mouth or tongue on your partner's penis, vagina, or clitoris,
or when your partner puts his/her mouth or tongue on your penis. (PROBE FOR
PARTICIPANT'S TERM) [for example, some people call this going down; frigging;
sucking off]
_______________________________

*

Anal-oral sex, when you put your mouth or tongue on your partner's anus/rectum or when
your partner does this to you. (PROBE FOR PARTICIPANT'S TERM) [for example,
some people call this doing the Hershey highway]
_______________________________

*

Anal fingering, when you put your finger in your partner's anus/rectum or your partner
does this to you. (PROBE FOR PARTICIPANT'S TERM)
_______________________________

*

Anal insertion of objects, when you put objects such as vibrators, dildos, or cucumbers in
your partner's anus/rectum, or when a partner does this to you. (PROBE FOR
PARTICIPANT'S TERM)
_______________________________

*

Anal intercourse, when you put your penis in a partner's anus/rectum or when a male
partner puts his penis in your (anus/rectum). (PROBE FOR PARTICIPANT'S TERM) [for
example, some people call this butt fucking]
_______________________________

*

Vaginal fingering, when you put your finger in your partner’s vagina. (PROBE FOR
PARTICIPANT’S TERM) [for example, some people call this finger fucking]
_______________________________

*

Vaginal insertion of objects, when you put vibrators, dildos, cucumbers, or other objects
in your partner’s vagina. (PROBE FOR PARTICIPANT’S TERM)
_______________________________
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*

Vaginal intercourse, when your partner puts his penis in your vagina. (PROBE FOR
PARTICIPANT’S TERM) [for example, some people call this fucking]
_______________________________

*

Anything else which includes genital contact or genital stimulation with a partner.
(PROBE FOR PARTICIPANT’S TERM)
Current Sexual Partners (Past Year):

TO AID RECALL, FIRST REVIEW WITH PARTICIPANT HIS LIFE PATTERN DURING
THE PAST YEAR (TODAY’S DATE, ONE YEAR AGO) UP UNTIL TODAY. COVER THE
FOLLOWING AREAS: LIVING SITUATION, SCHOOL ATTENDANCE, ANY SALIENT
LIFE EVENTS.
Now I’d like to focus on your sexual life in the past year, since our first interview. Before we
start, I’d like to take a minute to make sure you’re clear about this period. Our last interview took
place on (GIVE DATE OF FIRST INTERVIEW). Can you remember anything that was
happening in your life that makes that time stand out for you? For example, was there anything
unusual happening at school, or at home, or with your friends? Or was there a special holiday, or
birthday?
Current Female Partners and Occasions
Let’s talk about your sexual experiences with women over the past year.
B.001 Let’s try to count up all the different women you have had any kind of sex with in the past year.
_______

Current Male Partners and Occasions
Now let’s talk about your sexual experiences with men over the past year.
C.001 Let’s try to count up all the different men you have had any kind of sex with in the past
year.________
D. Sexual Abuse
I am now going to ask you a few questions about unwanted sexual experiences.
D003. Since our interview last year (GIVE DATE), have you had unwanted or uninvited sex with
anyone?
(If yes, using grid below, list ages, elicit perpetrator gender, and establish relationship. Then
continue with indented question below.)
After the first perpetrator, ask:
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Were there any other people you had unwanted or uninvited sex with since our last interview? (For
up to 3 perpetrators, probe using grid below.)
Estimated Participant Age

Estimated Perpetrator Age

Perpetrator Gender
1=M 2=F

1: a
2: a.
3: a.

b.
b.
b.

c.
c.
c.

Relationship
1=Non-relative
2=Relative
d.
d.
d.

4. Interviewer: Circle whichever applies:
[0] 3 or less perpetrators
Interviewer: If any abuse has been reported, continue. Otherwise go on to section E.
Thank you for sharing that with us. We know it can be hard for many people to talk about this. Please let
me know if you’d like to talk some more about it, so that I can connect you with someone who can listen
and help when we’ve finished the interview.
D017.

Is this something you’d like?
No…………………………..1
Yes………………………….2

If No: That’s fine, I just wanted to make sure you’re okay with this. Thank you again.
If Yes: I’ll make sure I get back to this at the end of the interview.
D018. In this study, we’re trying to understand how sexual experiences like these affect women’s
sexuality. Now let’s try to clarify some more details about the sexual experiences with the (person/people)
we just discussed. Did they involve any of the different types of sexual activities, like genital touching, oral
sex, anal sex, or vaginal sex that we listed earlier?
No…………………………1
Yes………………………..2

(Section E)

D019. O.K. Did you include him/her/them when we talked about your lifetime sexual experiences
before?
No………………………..1
Yes……………………….2

Interviewer: We are now going to switch gears and return to some questions about
your sexuality, attractions and fantasies.
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HAND RESPONSE CARD TO PARTICIPANT FOR THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS:
F001. INTERVIEWER'S KINSEY RATING OF BEHAVIOR - SEXUAL RELATIONS,
PAST YEAR E003 AND E009AVS. E022 AND E028A CIRCLE ONE CODE.
1. ENTIRELY HOMOSEXUAL
2. LARGELY HOMOSEXUAL, ONLY INCIDENTALLY HETEROSEXUAL
3. LARGELY HOMOSEXUAL, MORE THAN INCIDENTALLY HETEROSEXUAL
4. EQUALLY HETEROSEXUAL AND HOMOSEXUAL
5. LARGELY HETEROSEXUAL, MORE THAN INCIDENTALLY HOMOSEXUAL
6. LARGELY HETEROSEXUAL, ONLY INCIDENTALLY HOMOSEXUAL
7. ENTIRELY HETEROSEXUAL
8. HAD NO SEXUAL RELATIONS
The next questions cover sexual attractions, thoughts and fantasies.
F002. Let's talk for a moment about sexual attractions, for instance when you are walking down
the street and there are many different people around, or when you are standing in line
somewhere. In the past year, when you felt you were sexually/erotically attracted to
someone: Were you more often sexually/ erotically attracted to men or to women?
(INTERVIEWER: BE CAREFUL TO ASCERTAIN WHETHER EROTIC
ATTRACTION IS PRESENT AND NOT JUST ADMIRATION.)
HAND SUBJECT CARD
(IF ABOUT EQUAL, SCORE 3.)
(IF MORE TO MALES:) Which situation describes you best: You were more attracted to men
than women, or, you were almost always attracted to men and only rarely to women, or, you
were always attracted to men and never to women.
(IF MORE TO FEMALES:) Which situation describes you best:
You were more attracted to women than men, or, you were almost always attracted to women
and only rarely to men, or, you were always attracted to women and never to men?
6. Always men, never women
5. Almost always men, rarely women
4. More men than women
3. About equally men and women
2. More women than men
1. Almost always women, rarely men
0. Always women, never men
9. DID NOT HAVE SEXUAL ATTRACTIONS
IF SUBJECT SAYS NEVER FOR ONE SEX AND ALWAYS FOR THE OTHER, USE
PROBE:
So you're saying that in the past 6 months, you never felt a sexual attraction to a (man/woman)
IF INDICATED, CORRECT YOUR CODING
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F003.

Now, I want to ask you the same questions about sexual thoughts and fantasies, as you may
have them when you masturbate, or while you are making love, or in your night dreams, or
day dreams. In the past year, when you had sexual thoughts or fantasies in any of these
situations: Did you have sexual thoughts and fantasies more often about men or about
women?

(IF ABOUT EQUAL, SCORE-3.)
(IF TO MALES:) Which situation describes you best: You had sexual thoughts and fantasies
more often about men than about women, or, you had sexual thoughts and fantasies almost
always about men and only rarely to women, or, you had sexual thoughts and fantasies always
about men and never about women?
(IF TO FEMALES, ASK ANALOGOUS QUESTIONS)
6. Always men, never women
5. Almost always men, rarely women
4. More men than women
3. About equally men and women
2. More women than men
1. Almost always women, rarely men
0. Always women, never men
9. DID NOT HAVE SEXUAL FANTASIES
IF SUBJECT SAYS NEVER FOR ONE SEX AND ALWAYS FOR THE OTHER, USE
PROBE:
So you're saying that you never had sexual thoughts and fantasies about (men/women) in the past
6 months?
IF INDICATED, CORRECT YOUR CODING.
F004. How about photographs of half-dressed or nude men and women in magazines or books, or
sexy and erotic scenes in movies and TV shows, or sexy stories? In the past year, when you saw or
read such material: Were you sexually turned on more often by material on men or on women?
(IF ABOUT EQUAL, SCORE 3.)
(IF TO MALES:) Which situation describes you best: You were more turned on by material on
men than on women, or, you were almost always more turned on by material on men and only
rarely by material on women, or, you were always turned on by material on men and never by
material on women?
(IF TO FEMALES, ASK ANALOGOUS QUESTIONS)
6. Always men, never women
5. Almost always men, rarely women
4. More men than women
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3. About equally men and women
2. More women than men
1. Almost always women, rarely men
0. Always women, never men
9. HAD NO SEXUAL IMAGERY OR EROTICA
IF SUBJECT SAYS NEVER FOR ONE SEX AND ALWAYS FOR THE OTHER, USE
PROBE:
So you're saying that in the past 6 months, when you watched sexy movies or read sexy
magazines and so on, you were never sexually turned on by (men/women)?
IF INDICATED, CORRECT YOUR CODING
Internet sex partners
1. I went online to look for internet sex partners.

No
0

Yes
1

0
0

1
1

0

1

0
0

1
1

If yes,
1a. I’m interested in finding males.
1b. I’m interested in finding females.
2. I had sex with a partner I met over the internet.
If yes,
2a. Male.
2b. Female

SERBAS FOLLOW UP
Regarding your most recent romantic partner (regardless of whether sexually active):
1. How often do you see him/her: less than once a month (1), once every few weeks (2), once a week
(3), a few times per week (4), daily (5)?
2. How much time do you spend talking with him/her in person or on the phone, by email, and so on:
just a little bit (1), a bit (2), somewhat (3), a lot (4), a whole lot (5)?
3. Would you like to spend more time with him/her: no (0), just a little bit more (1), a bit more (2), a
lot more (3), a whole lot more (4)?

Are you and your partner:
1. Dating?
2. Committed to one another but not living together?
3. Living together but neither married nor registered domestic partners?
4. Married or registered as domestic partners?
(1) Yes

(0) No

In the future:
1. Do you see yourself sharing a life with a romantic partner?
2. Do you see yourself getting married or registering as domestic partners?
3. Do you see yourself having a wedding or commitment ceremony?
(0) not at all

(1) just a little bit

(2)maybe (3) likely

(4) very likely

(5) definitely
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DAWN Follow-up Interview Guide
Background
This guide provides an overview of the focused interview process as well as simple themes and potential
questions for the actual interview. This is a guide in that there are no strict rules to follow or questions that
have to be asked. Instead, it is a starting point and a reference sheet to help stimulate exploration of the
themes and areas of interest.
This interview guide lays out the major areas of inquiry and the hypotheses so that we have a sense of the
relevance of the different data we are looking to obtain. We are looking for the subjective experience of
each subject and to discover their definitions and understandings of themselves as dually attracted women
in a variety of areas.
The criteria for effective focused interviewing are as follows:
1. Range: interviewees should be encouraged to give a full range of responses without feeling
limited in any way
2. Specificity: the interview should elicit highly specific information from each question and the
overall experience being described
3. Depth: interviewee should help the subject describe the affective, cognitive and evaluative
meanings of their sexuality and attractions as well as previous experiences pertaining to it.
4. Personal context: the interview should evoke highly personal and distinctive aspects of the
interviewees experience and allow them to elaborate on their personal associations and
meanings.
We are looking for the behaviors, affect and cognitions of the participants both in their lives and in the
interview situation. We want to understand their attractions, behaviors and fantasies. The order of the
questions and the specific details of how you ask the questions or get to the information you need is
unimportant. The key is to get at these ideas and themes and walk away with an understanding of these
women that answers our core questions.
Central Question: The capacity to tolerate paradox
At its core, the interview is trying to get at each woman’s capacity to tolerate paradox and her capacity to
reflect coherently on her own experience of her sexuality. This capacity can be captured through some
specific questions, but mostly through a general sense of the woman’s ability to hold multiple self-states in
mind. We want to know about how each woman thinks about and understands her sexuality. Many of these
questions will not be asked directly, but you will be looking to find out about these different aspects of each
woman as you move through the interview.
Things to look for throughout the interview related to this theme:
• Use of words: “I was a lesbian” v. “I am bisexual” v. “I was with women”
o Use of adjectives and tone in different moments
o Are there times when she is shut-off/disconnected?
• Are her dual attractions understood as a “conflict” that must be resolved, “figured out,” “solved,” etc.,
or as a “paradox” that must be negotiated, explored, tolerated, “played with,” etc.?
o What role do environmental factors, including the perceptions/judgments/etc. of others, play
in this?
o What role does intrapsychic conflict play in this?
• Transitions and shifts in behaviors and understanding of sexuality over time, why and how each
woman comprehends these shifts
• Are there differences in the ways in which participant describes being with people of different
genders? Is one more prominent? Does language/affect “feel” different when describing men vs.
women?
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Change over Time
This interview will be looking specifically at change over time with respect to the issues outlined in the
interview guide. Their Time 1 protocols should be reviewed prior to meeting for the follow-up interview,
and the interviewer should be familiar with their general responses at Time 1 so that changes can be
queried.
Throughout the interview guide, questions should ascertain:
1) where the participant’s is currently with regard to these issues,
2) how this may have changed or remained stable since last year, and
3) how she makes sense of this change/stability.
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Follow-Up Interview Outline
Introduction:
•

•
•

In this interview, we are interested in learning about the ways in which your thoughts, feelings,
and experiences surrounding sexuality and relationships have evolved since our first interview
(provide date).
Most of my questions will ask you to talk about the ways in which things have changed – or
remained stable – since last year.
Then at the end of the interview we will talk more about where you are right now in your thinking
about a few issues related to your sexuality.

Beginning of Interview:
•

•

Has anything significant happened or changed in your life since our first interview (provide date)?
o Explain that this can relate to any area of life, e.g. employment, finances, family, friends,
etc. (not just sexuality and relationships).
How have you made sense of and/or coped with this event/change?

Sexual Orientation:
Note: Many of these issues will be addressed in the SERBAS. But these are issues that you should be sure
to cover, getting a sense of
1) where the participant’s is currently with regard to these issues,
2) how this may have changed or remained stable since last year, and
3) how she makes sense of this change/stability.
Sexual Self-Concept
• Current sexual identification; change since last year
• Current feelings about bisexuality in general; change since last year
• Current feelings about own sexuality/attractions; change since last year
• Construction of narrative about dual attractions over lifetime:
o Disowned?
o Seen as “transitional phase”?
o Seen as stable element of identity?
o Seen as a “conflict” to be resolved, or a “paradox” to be lived with?
Attractions
• Content of attractions:
o Who are you currently attracted to?
o Have your attractions changed since last year? If so, how do you make sense of this?
o Has anything changed in your life that you feel has contributed to this shift in attractions?
(E.g. shift from a male to a female partner accompanied by shift from fantasies primarily
about women to primarily about men?)
o Who do you imagine you will be attracted to in the future?
• Level of conflict surrounding attractions:
o Feelings about attractions, and having attractions to both sexes
o Degree of openness about attractions with romantic partner(s) over past year
o Attitude of romantic partner(s) about attractions over past year
• If in steady relationship:
o Feelings surrounding having attractions to individuals of opposite sex from partner?
o Degree of openness about attractions with current partner over past year
o Partner’s attitudes about these attractions over past year
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Fantasies
• Content of fantasies:
o Who/what do you daydream about? Think about when you masturbate? Think about
during sex?
o Can you tell me about these fantasies?
o How have your fantasies changed since last year? If so, how do you make sense of this?
o Has anything changed in your life that you feel has contributed to this shift in your
fantasy life?
• Level of conflict surrounding fantasies:
o Feelings about fantasy life, and about having fantasies about both sexes
o Degree of openness about fantasies with romantic partner(s) over past year
o Attitude of romantic partner(s) about fantasies over past year
• If in steady relationship:
o Feelings surrounding having fantasies about individuals of opposite sex from partner?
o Degree of openness about fantasies with current partner over past year
o Partner’s attitude towards these fantasies over past year
Social Context
Community
• Over the past year, who do you see as your community?
• How open have you been with this community about your sexuality over the past year? Has this
changed?
• How do they feel about your sexuality? Has this changed over the past year? If so how do you
make sense of this?
• Overall, do you feel this community accepts your sexuality? Understands it? Celebrates it? Has
this changed over the past year?
Family
• How open have you been with your family about your sexuality over the past year? Has this
changed?
• How would you describe your family’s attitude towards your sexuality over the past year? Has it
changed?
• Do different family members perceive your sexuality differently than others? Are there some
family members who you are more “out” to than others? If so, why?
• Is there one sex that you are more comfortable talking about being attracted to with your family?
If so, what makes it easier? Has this changed over the past year?
• Is there one sex that you think your family is more comfortable with you pairing with? Does this
impact your behavior/desire/identity? Has this changed over the past year?
• Overall, do you feel your family accepts your sexuality? Understands it? Celebrates it? Has this
changed over the past year?
• Do you feel your family’s attitude towards your sexuality has impacted your own capacity to
understand, accept, express and celebrate your own sexuality? Has this changed over the past
year?
Friends
• How open have you been with your friends about your sexuality over the past year? Has this
changed?
• How would you describe your friends’ attitudes towards your sexuality over the past year? Have
they changed?
• Do different friends perceive your sexuality differently than others? Are there some friends who
you are more “out” to than others? If so, why?
• Is there one sex that you are more comfortable talking about being attracted to with your friends?
If so, what makes it easier? Has this changed over the past year?
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•
•

Is there one sex that you think your friends are more comfortable with you pairing with? Does this
impact your behavior/desire/identity? Has this changed over the past year?
Overall, do you feel your friends accept your sexuality? Understand it? Celebrate it? Has this
changed over the past year?

GLBT Community
• How engaged have you been with the GLBT community over the past year? Has this changed
from earlier in your life? If so, how and why?
• How open have you been with the GLBT communities with which you are involved about your
sexuality over the past year? Has this changed?
• How would you describe the attitudes of the GLBT communities with which you are involved
towards your sexuality? Have these attitudes changed over the past year?
• Is there one sex that you are more comfortable talking about being attracted to with GLBT
community members? Has this changed over the past year?
• Is there one sex that you think GLBT community members are more comfortable with you pairing
with? Does this impact your behavior/desire/identity? Has this changed over the past year?
• Overall, do you feel the GLBT community accepts your sexuality? Understands it? Celebrates it?
Has this changed over the past year?
• If with a male partner – How have members of the GLBT community reacted to your relationship?
How have you felt about this?
Personal Impact
• How do you think the attitudes of your family, friends, community, and the GLBT community
towards your sexuality have affected your own behavior/desire/identity over the past year? Has
this changed? If so, how/why?
Relationships
Themes
• Capacity for closeness and intimacy within romantic relationships, and whether this differs with
male vs. female partners
• Attachment security within romantic relationships, and whether this differs with male vs. female
partners
• Patterns of object-relatedness, and whether these differ with male vs. female partners
• Attachment/sexuality split:
o Does participant tend to compartmentalize attachment (closeness, intimacy, safety,
security) and sexuality within relationships? If so, does this tend to be split along gender
lines?
o E.g. describing feelings of closeness, safety, and “sharing everything” with female
partners, vs. just wanting sex with male partners
o If this split is present, how does participant make sense of it?
If with steady romantic partner:
• Sex of current romantic partner
• Length of relationship with romantic partner
• Same partner who you described last year, or new partner?
o If same partner, probe about ways in which following issues have changed over past year
• How open have you been with your current partner about your sexuality over the past year? Has
this changed? Or, if with new partner, have you been more or less open than with past partners?
• How would you describe your partner’s attitude towards your sexuality over the past year? Has it
changed? Or, if with new partner, is it different from past partners’ attitudes?
• How do you feel with your partner emotionally? Do you feel safe with him/her? Has this changed
over the past year? Or, if with new partner, how does this compare with how you have felt with
partners in the past?
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If not with steady romantic partner:
• Ask same questions as above but referring to last romantic partner, and/or current or past casual
partners.
• How long has it been since that relationship ended?
• Feelings/level of conflict surrounding choosing a romantic partner
Monogamy
• Where have your relationships over the past year fallen in terms of their degree of monogamy or
openness?
• Has this changed over the past year?
• How does this affect your understanding of your sexuality? (E.g. If you are in a monogamous
relationship with a man, does that mean you are straight?)
• Do you feel you can be monogamous and be bisexual? If so, how? If not, what makes it
challenging/impossible?
Sense of Loss
• If currently with a woman, do you miss being with men? Do you think about being with men?
How do you feel about this? Has this changed over the past year?
• If currently with a man, do you miss being with women? Do you think about being with women?
How do you feel about this? Has this changed over the past year?
• What do you see in your future? Do you feel you will always miss being with the gender opposite
your partner’s, or do you expect these feelings may change? How?
Friendships
•
•
•
•

•
•
•

Could you think of one or two closest friends? Who are they? Same friends you described last
year?
Sex of primary friend
Sexuality of primary friend (if friend is female, is she also attracted to women?)
How physically affectionate are you with your closest friend(s)? Do you cuddle? Hold hands? (in
public? in private?) Do you ever engage in kissing/holding/etc? Has this changed over the past
year?
How do you feel emotionally with your closest friend(s)? Do you feel safe with her/him/them?
Has this changed over the past year?
How does your current partner, or how have your past partners, felt about your relationship with
this friend? (E.g. Threatened? Comfortable?) Has this changed over the past year?
How do you understand your friendships in relation to your dual attractions and relationships?

Closing Questions:
Introduction: We have been talking about change over the past year. To shift gears, these last questions
have to do with where you are right now with respect to a few issues.
•

•
•

•

Do you experience attractions to both women and men as a conflict in your life? If so, how do you
think about that, and how does it affect you? If not, how do you experience it? Has this changed
over the past year?
Do you feel you can have attractions to both women and men and be in a committed,
monogamous relationship? If so, how? If not, why not? Is this something you want?
How do you see these issues surrounding your sexuality playing out over time? What kind of
relationship do you imagine yourself in in the future, and with whom? Do you feel like this has
changed since last year?
What would be your ideal vision of how your sexuality would play out over time (i.e. how you
would like things to be), and who you would be with in the future? Is this the same or different
than what you realistically expect/imagine?
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•

•

Since you reached your 20s, what has been the most challenging experience you have faced
related to the issues we’ve been discussing? Could you describe this experience and how you
managed it?
Is there anything else that may be important for me to know that we have not covered today?
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